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ABSTRACT  
   
The current study expands prior work on children's coping with peer victimization 
by employing person-centered analyses to identify discrete classes of coping behavior, 
associations with children's maladjustment, and patterns of stability and change over 
time. Specifically, data were collected at two longitudinal time points from 515 middle 
school children who reported experiencing at least occasional peer victimization (284 
girls, 231 boys; Mage = 8 years, 5 months, SDage = 10.38 months). Three active, 
behavioral coping strategies were examined: support seeking from teachers, support 
seeking from friends, and retaliation. A series of cross-sectional latent profile analyses 
suggested that coping styles may be characterized by 3 distinct classes: (1) support 
seeking, (2) retaliation, or (3) a combination of these strategies, labeled mixed strategy 
coping. Peer victimization, depression, and loneliness were included as concurrent 
covariates of class membership and results indicate that mixed strategy coping may put 
children at greater social and emotional risk, whereas both support seeking and retaliation 
may pose potential benefits in the face of victimization. Further, longitudinal latent 
transition analyses were conducted to examine the stability and change in coping over 
time, indicating that coping is largely dispositional, though has the potential to change, 
particularly among children who experience shifts towards greater maladjustment over 
time. Results emphasize mixed strategy coping - a coping style that is underrepresented 
in the current research - as both an important factor that may contribute to greater social 
and emotional difficulties and also as a potential transitioning point during which change 
in children's coping may be addressed. 
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 1 
INTRODUCTION 
For a significant minority of children, chronic peer victimization colors their 
social interactions with fear, anxiety, exclusion, and even physical pain.  For even more 
children, isolated bullying at the hands of their peers presents more infrequent, but still 
damaging, instances of social stress.  Peer victimization, defined as intentionally harmful 
instances of physical, verbal, or relational harassment perpetrated by a social 
contemporary, is not a new phenomenon among children and no shortage of empirical 
research exists to speak to its deleterious consequences.  Indeed, chronic peer 
victimization has been linked to numerous forms of maladjustment across varied indices 
of wellbeing.  For example, children who experience peer bullying are more likely to 
experience greater internalizing emotions, such as depression, loneliness, and anxiety 
(Bonanno & Hymel, 2010; Hawker & Boulton, 2000), suicidality (Heilbron & Prinstein, 
2010), the development of school problems (Ladd, Kochenderfer, & Coleman, 1997), and 
social difficulties (e.g., peer rejection; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988).  
Given the serious and consequential nature of peer victimization, it is not 
surprising that children’s efforts to effectively cope with victimization-related stress are a 
central theme in the study of bullying and peer-directed aggression, as well as in the 
numerous interventions designed to assist victimized youth.  Among the many possible 
behaviors children may utilize to handle instances of peer victimization, particular 
emphasis has been given to those strategies that involve social approach behaviors, such 
as seeking support or engaging in retaliation.  Despite varying in form, the underlying 
function of children’s social coping strategies is presumably to avoid or alleviate the 
 2 
source of stress.   Consistent with this, research within the general stress and coping 
literature often points to active, social coping strategies as the most “effective” in 
alleviating both the source of stress and stress-related maladjustment.  In line with this, 
intervention efforts that target victims of peer bullying often encourage social coping 
efforts in the form of support seeking and children are occasionally given less formal 
advice from parents and peers to engage in aggressive social coping strategies, such as 
fighting back (Smith & Shu, 2000).  Further, children who receive these competing 
messages (i.e., seek support, retaliative) may engage in multiple forms of social coping, 
including both support seeking and retaliating.   
Interestingly, studies of children’s use of individual social coping strategies in 
response to peer victimization suggest that many of these behaviors fail to simultaneously 
alleviate peer victimization and bolster children’s emotional and social wellbeing (e.g., 
Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a).  For example, 
Visconti and Troop-Gordon (2010a) found that while support seeking, one form of 
behavioral coping, was associated with declining victimization, going to others for 
support was associated with increasing emotional maladjustment over time. 
Alternatively, retaliation (i.e., fighting back) reflects an alternative form of social coping 
that may alleviate emotional difficulties associated with peer victimization, though at the 
potential “cost” of diminishing peer regard.  Thus, it may be argued that no single form of 
social coping is universally successful in both (a) reducing the extent to which children 
continue to be bullied by peers and (b) simultaneously buffering them against the various 
forms of victimization-related maladjustment.    
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As an alternative to single-strategy approaches, it is possible that children engage 
in multiple forms of social coping in order to effectively handle with both victimization 
and other bullying-related forms of maladjustment (e.g., aggression, loneliness, 
depression).  For example, children may seek the support of others to help stop instances 
of victimization while also engaging in retaliative coping to avoid feeling helpless over 
their aggressor.  Consistent with this, social strategies for coping with peer victimization 
are often modestly to strongly correlated (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Terranova, 2009; 
Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a; Visconti, Sechler, & Kochenderfer-Ladd, in press), 
suggesting that children’s may utilize multiple active, behavioral strategies for handling 
bullying.  Thus, a consistent theoretical and methodological limitation of existing studies 
of coping with victimization, such as those described above, is the use of variable-
centered analytic approaches that examine outcomes of individual social coping strategies 
while simultaneously controlling for children’s use of alternative coping behaviors.  
While these methodologies allow for a more precise examination of individual social 
coping strategies, they may not accurately model how children cope with victimization if 
they do indeed engage in profiles of active, behavioral coping strategies.   
Alternatively, person-centered analyses, such as latent profile analysis, allow for 
the examination of relations among individuals in a data set, rather than relations among 
variables (Muthén & Muthén, 2000).  Such analyses can be a useful tool in determining 
patterns of behaviors, including coping strategies, within individuals and, as such, may 
provide a more accurate perspective on how children actually cope with peer 
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victimization.  In line with this premise, Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011) employed a 
person-centered approach (i.e., latent class analysis) to identify four classes of coping 
behaviors employed in response to peer bullying: passive/infrequent coping, 
active/support seeking, aggression, and undifferentiated coping.  These classes were 
found to be differentially associated with children’s adjustment, such that those who 
employed high levels of coping across all forms were more likely to experience 
internalizing distress and peer victimization.  However, the cross-sectional nature of this 
study makes it difficult to determine patterns of influence among these associations.  For 
example, highly victimized youth may report high levels of coping strategies as a 
function of their frequent peer abuse and, subsequently, experience higher levels of 
victimization-related maladjustment within time.  Additional research is needed not only 
to replicate the coping classes identified by Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011), but also to 
determine the effectiveness in various profiles of coping behaviors in reducing 
victimization and internalizing difficulties over time and the extent to which social and 
emotional experiences influence the stability of children’s coping efforts across multiple 
waves of data.    
Given these findings, the premise of the current study is that children’s attempts 
to handle instances of peer victimization may be characterized as coping styles, in 
addition to simply examining isolated social coping behaviors.  In other words, the first 
aim of this study is to determine whether distinct latent profiles of social coping will 
emerge that are distinguishable both by single-strategy coping efforts and by the 
combination of approach-oriented coping strategies they employ.  Groups were expected 
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to replicate those identified by Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011), as described above.  
Further, it was hypothesized that the identified unique coping profiles would be 
associated with both the degree to which children experience social difficulties (i.e., 
victimization and aggressive behavior) as well as concurrent and subsequent emotional 
adjustment (i.e., loneliness and depression) – providing a better understanding of how 
profiles of coping influence adjustment over time.   
In addition, the current study aimed to further the person-centered approach to 
children’s coping with peer victimization by examining the stability of children’s coping 
strategy use over time, indicating whether coping with victimization reflects a trait-like 
style of managing stress or a more fleeting, context-dependent behavioral profile.  It was 
anticipated that patterns of coping behavior would be relatively stable over time, 
providing evidence of dispositional (i.e., trait-like) coping.  However, changes in patterns 
of coping were expected to emerge between the fall (Time 1) and spring (Time 2) of one 
school year as a function of changes in children’s victimization experiences (i.e., the 
extent to which they experiencing continued, increasing, or decreasing victimization), as 
well as the extent to which they experience changes in emotional adjustment (i.e., 
loneliness and depression).  A brief review of relevant literature for each of these aims is 
provided below.        
Aim 1: Classifying Coping Strategies 
The study of coping begins with the challenge of defining, operationalizing, and 
categorizing coping strategies.  In general, coping is defined as the means through which 
individuals respond to stressful experiences with the aim of managing or reducing the 
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emotional or situational impacts of the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and can include 
cognitive, behavioral, and even emotional responses to stress.  Further, coping responses 
are not defined in light of their ability to successfully diminish a stressor or a perception 
of threat (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and, as such, a behavior can still be considered 
coping even if it does not successfully solve the problem toward which it is directed.   
Although the general definition of coping is relatively consistent throughout the 
empirical literature, considerable debate exists over the best way to categorize and 
classify the many ways in which individuals cope with stress.  As an illustration of this 
controversy, Skinner, Edge, Altman, and Sherwood (2003) compiled over 100 common 
assessments of coping and distinguished over 400 unique coping strategies tapped by 
these measures.  In order to classify the considerable array of specific strategies 
individuals may employ in response to stress, researchers have devised numerous 
categorical systems to model the central constructs around which coping strategies can be 
organized.  Even within the overarching theme of social coping, strategies can be 
grouped by general qualities and individuals are expected to engage in a variety of coping 
strategies that fall within a specific dimension or subset of behaviors.  For example, the 
approach vs. avoidance framework suggests that coping strategies can be classified by the 
extent to which they orient the individual towards or away from the stressor (Roth & 
Cohen, 1986).  Similarly, researchers have conceptualized coping strategies as passive or 
active, with emphasis on the extent to which they represent a direct effort to manage 
stress or a desire to simply get by in the face of a threatening or stressful situation 
(Billings & Moos, 1981).  Still others have examined coping strategies not for the extent 
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to which they address the stressor, but rather the specific area the strategy addresses such 
as the problem itself or the emotional consequences resulting from the stressor (Lazarus 
& Folkman, 1984).  These two approaches have also been combined by researchers such 
as Thoits (1986) who suggest that coping strategies are best represented along a 
bidimensional framework in which they are either problem- or emotion-focused and 
either behavioral (i.e., active) or cognitive (i.e., passive).   
More recently researchers have argued for a more categorical, dispositional 
approach to coping in which strategies are organized, typically based on factor analytic 
methods, by their general form rather than by a small set of dimensional criteria (Ayers, 
Sandler, West, & Roosa, 1996; Skinner et al., 2003).  This approach may be the most 
promising and fruitful method of conceptualizing coping strategies as it allows for an 
ecologically valid representation of the specific ways through which individuals cope 
with stress.  However, as the groundwork for categorizing coping strategies is reliant 
primarily on research with adults, further studies are needed to develop a lens for 
organizing and interpreting the categories of coping evidenced by children (see Fields & 
Prinz, 1997 for a similar argument).  Notably, within these larger studies of general 
coping strategies described above, individuals are theoretically disposed to coping in 
ways that fall within specific dimensions.  However, there is flexibility within these 
dimensions that allows the specific coping behavior to vary.  In other words, traditional 
categorical views on coping do not restrict an individual to coping in one specific way, 
but rather a set of behaviors that follow a broader, yet characteristic, theme.   
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Alternatively, studies of coping with victimization often avoid the categorization 
of coping strategies by examining specific, individual behaviors rather than broad 
dimensions or groupings of coping behaviors.  Researchers commonly argue for this 
approach on the premise that these specific behaviors, including help seeking and even 
fighting back, help elucidate teachable elements for formal and informal intervention 
efforts and reflect the coping strategies children are encouraged to use (for similar 
argument, see Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a).  Within this behavior-based 
framework, particular emphasis is placed on coping strategies that involve social-
approach behaviors.  For example, many programs targeting victimized youth encourage 
children to get help from others (e.g., PrevNet, Steps to Respect) and many parents still 
endorse fighting back when bullied (Smith & Shu, 2000).  Indeed, evidence supports the 
prevalence of these strategies among victimized children and the significant links 
between these behaviors and subsequent adjustment (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 
2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a).  The current study focused on three prevalent 
forms of social coping found in this literature, consisting of social behaviors that children 
may immediately employ following instances of peer victimization: seeking support from 
teachers, seeking support from friends, and retaliation.   
Although researchers have begun to identify important consequences of 
individual social coping behaviors, it is possible that examining children’s efforts to cope 
with peer victimization through single strategies, rather than meaningful combinations of 
strategies, is overly restrictive and, as such, results in a less accurate portrayal of how 
victimized children cope.  In line with this premised, Mahady Wilton, Craig, and Pepler 
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(2001) utilized playground observations to identify and classify children’s coping in 
response to peer victimization and found that sets of coping strategies could be reliably 
grouped.  However, coping strategies in this study were grouped as a function of the 
extent to which they were successful in resolving or deescalating the situation vs. those 
that perpetuated the conflict with a peer.  While these findings provide promising 
evidence that children’s coping strategies can be grouped in ways that are informative to 
their adjustment, including their emotional responses to peer victimization, they do not 
examine the extent to which an individual child (or a group of children) exhibits a 
characteristic pattern of coping behaviors – some of which may function together to 
reduce victimization while minimizing psychological distress (e.g., seeking support while 
also engaging in retaliation).   
Further, one study has been published to date examining children’s coping with 
peer victimization from a person-centered approach.  Indeed, Waasdorp and Bradshaw 
(2011) demonstrated the potential for children’s coping behaviors to be categorized into 
distinct groups reflecting four themes: passive or infrequent coping, active/support 
seeking, aggression, and undifferentiated high levels of coping behaviors.  Although this 
study provides promising evidence of the use of latent class analysis for identifying 
meaningful groups of coping behaviors, additional research is needed to determine 
whether these groups, and their associations with children’s adjustment, can be replicated 
with additional samples of youth.   
In line with this, the current study aimed to expand on previous research on 
coping with peer victimization by examining the extent to which children cope with 
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victimization through combinations, or profiles, of social coping strategies.  Focusing on 
three highly endorsed social coping strategies that are also commonly recommended to 
victimized youth, the current study examined the extent to which these behaviors – 
seeking support from teachers, seeking support from friends, and retaliation - group into 
unique behavioral profiles of social coping that have important implications for 
children’s social and emotional adjustment.   
Aim 2: The Role of Coping in Victimization-Related Maladjustment 
As mentioned above, the central focus on coping strategies in victimization 
research and intervention efforts is not without reason.  Indeed, a well-established body 
of research has documented the outcomes associated with social coping with peer 
victimization, demonstrating that the coping mechanisms children choose to employ can 
have significant and differential associations with being targeted for bullying, both 
concurrently and over time.  For example, strategies such as seeking social support have 
been linked to lower levels of peer victimization and prospective decreases in harassment 
(Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a).  Coping strategies have 
also been linked to numerous adjustment outcomes associated with peer victimization.  
For example, although they fall under the oft-praised category of social approach coping, 
aggressive responses to victimization, such as fighting back, have been associated with 
lower peer preference and greater social difficulties (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 
2002).  However, strategies that utilize the presence of social support and protective 
friendships may decrease the risk for future emotional and behavioral problems often 
associated with peer victimization (Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999). 
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However, the relative success of children’s social coping with victimization is not 
always straightforward.  For example, strategies that may successfully reduce children’s 
peer victimization, such as seeking support from teachers, may come at the cost of other 
areas of wellbeing, such as increases in loneliness (Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a) and 
lower social status (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002).  Alternatively, Visconti and 
Troop-Gordon (2010a) found that although retaliating was associated with increases in 
peer-perceived aggression, children who report using this strategy experienced significant 
decreases in anxiety over time.  Thus, rather than examining children’s use of a single 
coping strategy that may improve the quality of their social interactions at the cost of 
their emotional adjustment, or those that may improve their emotional wellbeing at the 
cost of greater social difficulties, it is of interest to determine whether there is instead a 
combination of coping strategies that may maximize the success of children’s efforts to 
respond to victimization across all domains of wellbeing.  
Given the significant consequences that have been associated with children’s 
efforts to cope with peer victimization, a second aim of the current study was to examine 
the extent to which the identified profiles of social coping behavior were associated with 
children’s social and emotional adjustment, both concurrently and over time.  In 
particular, the current study examined links among latent classes of coping behaviors and 
children’s peer victimization, aggressive behavior, and internalizing emotions (i.e., 
loneliness and depression).  Within the study of peer victimization, these forms of social 
and emotional adjustment have been significantly associated with being the chronic 
victim of peer bullying (Boivin, Hymel, & Bukowski, 1995; Kochel, Ladd, & Rudolph, 
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2012; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Wardrop, 2001; Pepler, Jiang, Craig, & Connolly, 2008) and 
have been associated with the specific ways children handle victimization (Kochenderfer-
Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a).  Thus, it was of interest in the 
current study to not only determine whether distinct classes of social coping could be 
identified, but also the extent to which class membership was associated with common 
forms of victimization-related maladjustment, both concurrently and over time.  Although 
links among these forms of adjustment and children’s coping have been previously 
identified, less is known about how specific combinations of social coping behaviors may 
influence children’s wellbeing over time.  For example, Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011) 
found that children who reported using high levels of multiple coping strategies were 
more likely than other groups to experience social and emotional difficulties.  The 
authors theorize that these children may be ineffective in their coping efforts and thus are 
less likely to develop a characteristic style of responding.  Further, it is possible that 
coping behaviors that have previously been deemed as detrimental or maladaptive, such 
as going to an adult for support, may be less strongly linked with negative emotionality 
when they are combined with a more prosocial or adaptive means of coping, such as 
seeking social support from friends.  Alternatively, those coping strategies that have been 
previously considered adaptive, such as going to friends for help, may become 
problematic when combined with aggressive, such as seeking revenge.   
Aim 3: Situational vs. Dispositional Coping Responses   
A final theoretical question that is central to research on coping is the extent to 
which coping strategies are (1) a dispositional quality (i.e., stable over time) or (2) a 
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situation-specific reaction (i.e., non-stable over time).  Dispositional, or stable, coping 
refers to a stylistic and predictable pattern of responding to stress, characterized by 
consistent methods of cognitively and emotionally processing and reacting to a threat or 
stressful situation (Carver & Scheier, 1994).  Within this framework, a coping response 
occurs with enough consistency to be identified as a characteristic pattern and is 
relatively stable over time (e.g., Hobfall, 1988).  Alternatively, situational coping refers 
to response strategies that are variable as a function of the specific qualities and context 
in which a stressor occurs, and changes throughout the course of the stressor or over time 
(e.g., anticipation of the event, initiation of the conflict, resolution and evaluation of 
outcomes; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985).   
In general, the limited longitudinal research on children’s coping with 
victimization suggests that children’s use of individual coping strategies is relatively 
stable over time (Terranova, 2009; Visconti et al., in press).  However, previous research 
has estimated longitudinal models to predict individual social coping behaviors over time 
as a function of children’s social experiences (i.e., victimization, Terranova, 2009; 
Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010b), cognition (i.e., causal reasoning, Visconti et al., in 
press; peer beliefs; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010b), and emotional reactivity 
(Terranova, 2009).  However, these studies are limited to the extent that they do not 
examine the potential for qualitative shifts in social coping.  For example, although the 
studies described above indicate important links between social, emotional, and cognitive 
factors and particular coping strategies over time, it is not clear whether these 
associations indicate rank order changes in a specific coping strategy (e.g., a decreasing 
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tendency to cope using a specific strategy over time) or a qualitative shift from one 
coping strategy to another (e.g., decreasing use of one strategy that is simultaneously 
accompanied by an increasing tendency to cope in a different way).  As such, the current 
study provides an extension of prior person-centered work on coping with victimization 
by modeling longitudinal transitions, or shifts, in how children cope over the course of 
one school year.   
Further, it was of interest to determine under what conditions individuals are 
likely to alter their profiles of social coping behaviors.  Although some efforts have been 
made to identify those factors that preclude a divergence for dispositional coping (e.g., 
cognitive appraisals, Bouchard, Guillemette, & Landry-Leger, 2004), little is understood 
in regards to the potential predictors of stability, or instability, in patterns of coping.  One 
potential influence on the stability of dispositional coping is the extent, or severity, of the 
threat or stress with which an individual is coping.  Although no research currently exists 
to speak to this hypothesis, a broad argument can be made that if the general goal of 
coping behaviors is to eliminate or reduce stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), 
ineffectiveness, in the form of continued stress, should result in an alteration of one’s 
method of coping.  In other words, if coping strategies are not reinforced by reducing or 
eliminating instances of victimization or victimization-related negative emotionality, it is 
quite possible that children will alter their means of coping.  As such, the current study 
will examine the extent to which changes in victimization and emotional distress are 
associated with the stability of coping behavior (i.e., membership in coping class).   
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Overview of the Current Study 
The significant correlations among individual social coping strategies and the 
successful use of person-centered analyses in previous research on coping behaviors 
speaks to the need to examine combinations of social coping responses among children 
who experience peer victimization.  As discussed above, this is important to the 
ecological validity of research moving forward.  Specifically, if children do not engage in 
single, exclusive methods of coping, it behooves future research to consider altering the 
methods by which we assess and model coping behavior in order to best reflect what is 
really happening when children manage instances of stress and threat, including peer 
victimization.  Further, a better understanding of children’s coping in response to peer 
victimization has significant implications for intervention efforts that aim to alter 
children’s coping behaviors.  For example, if a child tends to cope with victimization 
using a particular combination of social strategies, individuals who implement 
interventions should consider what coping behaviors will remain in the child’s arsenal if 
they discourage children from using a specific maladaptive coping response, such as 
seeking revenge.  Further, if children who have a tendency to seek retaliation are 
subsequently encouraged to go to friends for support, their orientation towards 
aggressive, reactive coping strategies may impact the type or nature of support they 
receive.   
In summary, given the important role of social coping in research and intervention 
efforts for victimized youth, as well as the need for ecologically valid means of 
conceptualizing children’s coping behavior, the current study addressed three specific 
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aims.  The first aim of the current study was to identify and describe profiles of social 
coping behavior at two consecutive time points (fall and spring of one school year).  It is 
anticipated that consistent profiles of coping will be identified during both Time 1 (fall) 
and Time 2 (spring).  Further, it is expected that profiles will not only reflect a tendency 
to cope using one specific social coping response (i.e., teacher support seeking, friend 
support seeking, or retaliation), but will also reflect mixed-strategy profiles of social 
coping behaviors, such as seeking support from multiple sources or seeking support and 
retaliating.  Expanding on the groups identified by Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011), it is 
hypothesized children’s coping strategies will tend to fall along 5 different themes, 
representing groups of children who: (1) seek support from others, (2) seek support from 
teachers exclusively, (3) seek support from friends exclusively, (4) retaliate, and (5) 
engage in high levels of support seeking and retaliation.  
The second aim of the study was to examine the associations among coping 
profiles and children’s social and emotional adjustment.  It was expected that children’s 
profiles of coping behaviors will have significant and differential associations with their 
social experiences (i.e., peer victimization) and emotional adjustment (i.e., loneliness and 
depression).  Consistent with Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011), it was expected that 
undifferentiated patterns of coping would be associated with greater social and emotional 
difficulties within time, however, these associations may not be consistent over time.  
Further, it was generally expected that profiles of coping behaviors that are characterized 
by high levels of friend support seeking would be associated with more positive 
adjustment, including less negative emotionality and victimization over time.  However, 
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these positive associations were expected to be minimized when children utilized friend 
support seeking in combination with other, potentially maladaptive forms of social 
coping, such as retaliation or going to adults.  Alternatively, coping profiles characterized 
by high levels of retaliation were expected to be positively associated with children’s 
peer victimization, though may serve to reduce feelings of loneliness and depression.    
The final aim of the current study was to evaluate the stability of social coping 
profiles over the course of one school year.  It was anticipated that, for the majority of 
children, coping strategies would remain relatively consistent over time, lending evidence 
to support a dispositional perspective on coping.  However, the degree to which children 
continue to experience victimization, loneliness, and depression may play a role in 
whether or not an individual continues to utilize that particular method of coping. As 
such, changes in these variables were anticipated to emerge as predictors of children’s 
transition across coping profiles from Time 1 to Time 2.  Two competing hypotheses 
were examined with regards to the nature of change in coping profiles.  First, it is 
possible that children become more disorganized in their coping efforts if they experience 
continued peer stress, loneliness, and depression, following a “few → many” pattern of 
change in coping over time.  In other words, rather than relying on a stable, ineffective 
strategy for handling bullying, chronically victimized and/or emotionally distressed 
children will exhaust their options by trying different strategies.  Alternatively, children 
who experience chronic peer victimization and emotional maladjustment may find their 
internal (e.g., self-esteem) and external (e.g., social support) resources are limited, thus 
reducing their options for coping responses.  Following this logic, children who 
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experience chronic difficulties would be expected to follow a “many → few” pattern of 
change in their coping over time.    
Method 
Participants 
 Data for the current study came from the ClassAct Project (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 
2003) and the Youth Development Study (Troop-Gordon, 2005): two larger longitudinal 
studies examining changes in children’s social, psychological, and school adjustment.  
Participants were recruited from schools in two regions of the United States: a 
Southwestern metropolitan region and Midwestern rural communities.  Parental consent 
was obtained for 732 children (387 girls, 345 boys) during the fall (Time 1) of their 4
th
 (N 
= 410; 222 girls,188 boys; M age = 9 years 9 months; SD = 6.56 months), 5
th
  (N = 161; 
83 girls, 78 boys; M age = 10 years 10 months; SD = 5.27 months), or 6
th
 grade (N = 161; 
82 girls, 79 boys; M age = 11 years 6 months; SD = 5.91 months) school years and again, 
approximately six months later, during the spring (Time 2).  Students in the Midwest 
sample were in 4
th
 and 5
th
 grades (N = 413); students in the Southwest sample were in 4
th
 
and 6
th
 grades (N = 319).  Participants reported a diverse array of ethnic backgrounds: 
68.8% Caucasian, 20.2% Latino, 4.3% Native American, 3.9% mixed ethnicity, 1.5 % 
African American, 1.5% other ethnicity. 
 Only those children who were identified by self-reports as having experienced at 
least occasional victimization were included in the current study in order to assure that all 
children in the analyses had some experiential basis for responding to items assessing 
how they coped with instances of victimization.  From the sample of 732, 515 (284 girls, 
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231 boys) were identified as participants for this study based on having experienced at 
least some victimization; that is, children were excluded from this study if self-reports at 
Time 1 indicated that they never experienced any form of victimization (i.e., a “never” 
rating on all victimization items).  A Pearson chi-squared test revealed a significant 
difference in sex, χ2 (1) 4.30, p < .05, such that the retained sample contained a somewhat 
larger proportion of girls than boys.  No significant differences were found for 
race/ethnicity, χ2 (6) 4.12, p = ns, or grade, grade, χ2 (1) .03, p = ns, among those 
participants excluded versus retained for the study. 
Procedure 
Prior to data collection at each time point, informed consent procedures were 
followed in accordance with APA standards.  Specifically, children with parental 
permission to participate in the study were given information about the general goals and 
procedures of the larger study, were assured of the confidentiality of their answers, and 
were told that they could skip questions or stop their participation at any time without 
risk of personal consequence.  At each wave of data collection, verbal assent was 
obtained from children and questionnaires were group-administered in the classroom 
during 45-60 minute sessions. Upon completion, children were given small gifts, such as 
water bottles, backpacks, or ball caps, as a token of appreciation for their participation. 
Measures 
Social Coping strategies.  Children’s social coping strategies in response to peer 
victimization were assessed with Kochenderfer-Ladd and Pelletier’s (2008) revision of 
Causey and Dubow’s (1992) Self-Report Coping Scale at both Time 1 and Time 2.  For 
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this measure, children rated the frequency with which they enact specific behaviors 
“when kids are being mean to [them]” on a four-point scale from 1 (Never) to 4 (Every 
time).  Three forms of coping behaviors were selected that reflect ways children can 
immediately respond to school-based bullying in active, social ways: support seeking 
from teachers, support seeking from friends, and retaliating.  Three items assessed social 
support seeking from teachers (e.g., “I get help from a teacher”; αT1/T2 = .83/.86), four 
items assessed social support seeking from friends (e.g., “I get help from a friend”; αT1/T2 
= .85/.87), and four items assessed retaliation (e.g., “I do something mean right back to 
them”; αT1/T2 = .87/.86) Composite scores for each behavioral coping response at Time 1 
and Time 2 were computed by averaging the items in each subscale.  Descriptive 
statistics for all study variables are presented in Table 1.  
Peer victimization.  Self-reports of peer victimization were used to assess the 
frequency of children’s peer victimization at Time 1 and Time 2 using the victimization 
measure developed by Kochenderfer and Ladd (1996).  Although there are many 
different ways to assess victimization (e.g., peer-reports, teacher-reports, observations, 
etc.), self-reports have been shown to yield reliable and valid measures of children’s peer 
victimization and are significantly associated with alternative assessment methodologies 
(Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002).  The current study assessed children’s experiences 
of four different types of peer victimization: physical (e.g., hit or pushed), verbal (e.g., 
called names), relational (e.g., kids say mean things about you behind your back), and 
general (e.g., pick on or tease you).  Children rated the degree to which they experienced 
these various forms of victimization using a four-point Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 
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4 (a lot of the time).  Items were averaged across these subtypes to create a composite 
victimization score at Time 1 and Time 2 (αT1/T2 = .71/.79).     
 Emotional adjustment.  Children’s emotional adjustment was assessed using 
self-reports of depression and loneliness at Time 1 and Time 2.  These two forms of 
negative emotionality are unique to the degree that loneliness explicitly references 
children’s satisfaction with the amount of social interaction and support they receive in 
their peer group, whereas depression is not necessarily dependent on social satisfaction.  
Three items assessing depression (e.g., feel like crying, unhappy and depressed; αT1/T2 = 
.74/.75) were adapted from the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale for 
Children (CES-DC; Radloff, 1977).  Three items assessing loneliness were adapted from 
Cassidy and Asher’s (1992) Loneliness and Social Dissatisfaction Questionnaire (e.g., 
feel sad and alone, feel lonely; αT1/T2 = .82/.83).  Children were asked to indicate how 
often they experienced depression or loneliness on a scale from 1 (Never) to 4 (A lot) and 
items were averaged within each subscale at Time 1 and Time 2.   
Results 
Preliminary analyses 
 Descriptive statistics and mean-level differences.  Descriptive statistics are 
presented for all study variables, including the mean, standard deviation, and range of 
scores, in Table 1.  Mean-level differences as a function of gender, grade, and region 
were examined using Multivariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  A significant overall 
effect of sex was identified, F (12, 457) = 13.06, p < .001, and tests of between-subjects 
effects indicated significant mean-level differences between boys and girls on all study 
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variables with the exception of self-reported victimization (see Table 1 for means 
reported by gender).  Specifically, girls, compared to boys, reported higher levels of 
teacher support seeking at Time 1, F (1, 468) = 6.17, p < .05, and Time 2, F (1, 468) = 
8.66, p < .01, higher levels of friend support seeking at Time 1, F (1, 468) = 30.13, p < 
.001, and Time 2, F (1, 468) = 48.37, p < .001, higher levels of depression at Time 1, F 
(1, 468) = 26.52, p < .001, and Time 2, F (1, 468) = 15.44, p < .001, and higher levels of 
loneliness at Time 1, F (1, 468) = 15.51, p < .001, and Time 2, F (1, 468) = 8.48, p < .01.  
Boys, compared to girls, reported higher levels of retaliation at Time 1, F (1, 468) = 
57.17, p < .001, and Time 2, F (1, 468) = 48.51, p < .001.   
 Mean-level differences were also examined as a function of children’s grade (i.e., 
4
th
, 5
th
, or 6
th
 grade) and are presented in Table 2.  A significant overall effect of grade 
was identified, F (12, 457) = 5.33, p < .001.  Tests of between-subjects effects indicated 
significant differences as a function of grade for teacher support seeking at Time 1, F (2, 
467) = 9.65, p < .001, and Time 2, F (2, 467) = 8.03, p < .01, retaliation at Time 1, F (2, 
467) = 13.07, p < .001, and Time 2, F (2, 467) = 14.00, p < .001, loneliness at Time 1, F 
(2, 467) = 3.23, p < .05, and Time 2, F (2, 467) = 6.10, p < .01, and Time 2 depression, F 
(2, 467) = 3.16, p < .05.  Post hoc comparisons using Bonferroni correction demonstrated 
that 4
th
 grade students were more likely than 5
th
 or 6
th
 grade students to seek support from 
teachers at Time 1 and Time 2, but were less likely than older student to retaliate at both 
time points.  Fifth grade students reported higher levels of depression than 6
th
 grade 
students at Time 2 (though this was not significant at Time 1) and 4
th
 grade students 
reported higher levels of loneliness at Time 1 and Time 2 6
th
 grade students.   
 23 
 Finally, mean-level differences as a function of region of data collected were 
examined.  As described above, students in the Midwest and Southwest samples differed 
with regards to grade (i.e., students in the Midwest sample were in 4
th
 and 5
th
 grade at the 
time of data collection, whereas students in the Southwest sample were in 4
th
 and 6
th
 
grade) and, thus, mean-level differences that did not account for demographics 
differences in the samples may be spurious.  Similarly, prior to examining mean 
differences as a function of region, descriptive analyses were conducted to determine 
whether the two sources of data significantly differed with regards to additional 
demographic variables (i.e., sex and ethnicity).  Although a non-significant chi-square 
analysis indicated that the proportions of boys and girls did not differ by region, χ2 (1) = 
.56, p = ns, subjects in the two regions did differ as a function of race/ethnicity, χ2 (6) = 
227.68, p < .001.  Specifically, a larger proportion of Latino students are represented in 
the data collected in the Southwest and a larger proportion of Caucasian students are 
represented in the data collected in the Midwest.   
 Given these significant demographic differences, mean-level differences in study 
variables were assessed using a Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA), 
controlling for participants’ grade and ethnicity.  After controlling for the influence of 
demographic covariates, no significant overall effect of region was found, F (12, 455) = 
2.31, p = ns.   
 Cross-sectional correlations.  Bivariate correlations among all study variables 
were conducted and are presented for boys and girls separately in Table 3.  Significant 
correlations within each time point were found among teacher support seeking, friend 
 24 
support seeking, and retaliation.  Specifically, teacher and friend support seeking were 
significantly correlated at both Time 1 and Time 2, although not strong enough to suggest 
that these strategies should be combined into a single form of support coping.  Further, 
teacher support seeking was negatively correlated with retaliation at both time points.  
Significant correlations were also found among coping strategies and concurrent 
forms of adjustment, although the majority of these associations differed as a function of 
children’s sex.  For example, teacher support seeking was significantly associated with 
greater maladjustment at both Time 1 and Time 2 for boys (i.e., greater peer 
victimization, loneliness, and depression), but not for girls.  Similarly, friend support 
seeking was associated with greater emotional difficulties for boys (i.e., greater loneliness 
and depression), but was negatively correlated with Time 1 loneliness among girls.  
Alternatively, retaliation was associated with maladjustment for girls in the form of peer 
victimization at Time 1 and Time 1 and depression at Time 2.  However, no significant 
correlations between retaliation and adjustment were found for boys.   
Longitudinal correlations.  All constructs, including coping strategies, 
victimization, and emotional adjustment variables, demonstrated significant stability over 
time for boys and girls (rs ranged from .33 - .63, all ps < .001). In general, the pattern of 
findings was similar to the concurrent associations found among coping and adjustment, 
suggesting that seeking support from teachers is associated with greater difficulties for 
boys, whereas retaliation was associated with greater difficulties at Time 2 for girls.  
Specifically, Time 1 teacher support seeking was positively correlated with loneliness 
and depression at Time 2 among boys, but not girls. Alternatively, Time 1 retaliation was 
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positively correlated with Time 2 victimization and depression among girls, but not boys.  
Inconsistent with the concurrent correlations, Time 1 friend support seeking was 
negatively correlated with Time 2 peer victimization for boys, but not for girls, 
highlighting the need to examine both concurrent and distal outcomes in subsequent 
analyses.  
Missing data and attrition analyses.  A small amount of missing data was 
present at both Time 1 and Time 2, ranging across variables from 0.4 – 1.0% at Time 1 
and 4.4-4.8% at Time 2.  Little’s chi square statistic (Little, 1988) was used at both time 
points to analyze the distribution of missing data test and results indicated that data at 
both time points were missing completely at random, χ2T1 (3) 2.23, p = ns, χ
2
T2 (17) 
12.47, p = ns. Further, a small proportion of the sample (26 students, 5.0%) was lost due 
to attrition between Time 1 and Time 2.  A Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
(MANOVA) indicated that no significant differences existed on Time 1 study variables 
between those children who were retained and those who attrited at the second wave of 
data collection, F (6, 505) = 1.29, p = ns.  Chi-square analyses indicated that children 
who attrited did not differ from those who were retained as a function of sex, χ2 (1) = .29, 
p = ns.  Children who attrited did differ from the retained sample as a function of 
ethnicity, χ2 (6) = 22.63, p < .001, and grade, χ2 (2) = 6.33, p < .05.  Specifically, a larger 
proportion of children lost to attrition reported Latino ethnicity than those who were 
retained, whereas a larger proportion of children who were retained reported being 
Caucasian than those who attrited.  Further, the attrited sample consisted of a larger 
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proportion of 4th grade students than the retained sample and the retained sample 
consisted of a larger proportion of 5
th
 grade students. 
Aim 1: Latent profile analyses of children’s coping responses.   
Model estimation and methodological overview. All of the models presented in 
the current study were analyzed using Mplus version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012).  
Full information maximum likelihood robust estimation was used to account for missing 
data and correct for potential skewness in the study variables.  Latent profile and latent 
transition analyses further utilize the Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm in which 
a final model is obtained via an iterative process.  Students were eliminated from the 
analyses if they were missing endogenous variables in the fall (i.e., Time 1), including 
latent class predictors and covariates.  Given that data for the current study were collected 
in two distinct geographical regions in the United States, standard errors of model 
parameters were adjusted using a sandwich estimator (i.e., TYPE=COMPLEX) to 
account for the clustered nature of the data.     
The first aim of the proposed study was to examine whether distinct groups of 
children could be identified as a function of individual and/or profiles of coping 
strategies, specifically support seeking from teachers, support seeking from friends, and 
retaliation, using latent profile analysis (LPA).  LPA is an extension of latent class 
analysis that allows classes to be formed from continuous, rather than binary, indicators.  
This method of creating groups organizes individuals into relatively homogenous 
subgroups based on their observed responses to a set of continuous variables, assuming 
that an underlying categorical variable (c) accounts for class membership (see Figure 1; 
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Muthén & Muthén, 2000).  Classes are latent because the underlying grouping variable is 
unobserved, but accounts for important associations between the otherwise unrelated 
constructs used to form groups.  Unlike traditional grouping methods, such as cluster 
analysis, LPA is probabilistic and allows for the examination of covariates, predictors, 
and distal outcomes within the classification model itself (Muthén & Muthén, 2000).  
Further, this analysis avoids creating groups as a function of extreme cutoff scores that 
may not result in meaningful or accurate differences or may considerably reduce 
statistical power to detect associations with covariates.   
Separate latent profile analyses were specified for children’s coping at Time 1 and 
Time 2.  Latent class membership was modeled at each time point as a function of 
children’s coping on three distinct subscales: seeking support from a teacher, seeking 
support from a friend, and retaliating.  As LPA requires the number of classes to be 
designated a priori, a series of LPAs with an increasing number of latent profiles was 
specified at each time point.  The relative fit of these models was assessed by examining 
five indices: posterior probability estimates (Nagin, 1999), the Akaike Information 
Criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1987), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978), 
the sample-size adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (SABIC), and entropy.  
Posterior class probabilities indicate the likelihood of an individual being a member of 
each of the latent classes estimated in the model.  High probabilities (greater than .70) 
should be found within each class while simultaneously indicating low probability of 
alternative classes, giving greater confidence in the exclusivity of the modeled classes.  
Information Criterion such as the BIC and the AIC are appropriate means of evaluating 
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relative fit of models with differing numbers of specified classes (i.e., non-nested 
models).  In both of these indices lower scores indicate a better fitting model.  Entropy 
was also examined, representing the average classification accuracy with values ranging 
from 0 to 1 and higher scores indicating more accurate classification.  Finally, parsimony 
and theoretical usefulness were considered when determining the final number of latent 
trajectory classes
1
.   
A final benefit of latent profile analyses is the ability to simultaneously assess the 
number and nature of latent classes as well as the probability of belonging to the 
identified latent classes as a function of both categorical and continuous covariates.  
Thus, the extent to which latent class membership is associated with demographic 
variables (i.e., sex, grade), and children children’s social (i.e., victimization) and 
emotional (i.e., loneliness, depression) adjustment was simultaneously examined by 
including these constructs as covariates of class membership in the LPAs described 
above.  Specifically, children’s sex, grade, peer victimization, loneliness, and depression 
were simultaneously regressed on the identified latent classes using logistic link 
functions.  Sex was dummy coded such that 0 = boys and 1 = girls.  Two dummy codes 
were created to reflect grade, and 6
th
 grade children were selected to serve as the  
 
1
It should be noted that quantitative tests of relative model fit, including the Lo-
Mendell Rubin likelihood ratio test and the bootstrap likelihood ratio test, could 
not be used in the current study due to the method of handling dependency in the 
data. 
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reference group given that the majority of mean-level differences in study variables 
occurred between either 4
th
 or 5
th
 grade students and those in 6
th
 grade.  Thus, the 4
th
 
grade variable reflects the likelihood of class membership for 4
th
 grade students 
compared to 6
th
 grade students.  Similarly, the 5
th
 grade variable reflects the likelihood of 
class membership for 5
th
 grade students compared to 6
th
 grade students.  Results for the 
modeled covariates are expressed as logistic regression coefficients that are then 
exponentiated to reflect odds ratios for class membership   
Time 1 coping LPA. A series of conditional latent profile analyses (LPAs) were 
conducted at Time 1 to identify distinct subgroups characterized by patterns of coping 
with peer victimization.  Models were estimated designating one through four latent 
profiles and fit indices were compared to determine the number of profiles that best 
represents the underlying structure in the data.  Table 4 presents the relative fit indices 
used for model comparisons in the latent profile analyses for children’s coping at Time 1.  
At this time, the model specifying three classes exhibited a decline in AIC, BIC, and 
SABIC, corresponding with the largest entropy value, indicating that three latent classes 
adequately represents underlying homogeneity in the data.  Average latent class 
probabilities are presented in Table 5.  Probabilities indicate a much higher likelihood 
(>.90) of individuals’ most likely class membership, as opposed to an alternative 
classification, further suggesting the presence of three distinct classes.     
The three classes identified during Time 1 were then characterized by examining 
the mean-levels of coping within each group, as presented in Table 6 and Figure 2.  Each 
class reflected a qualitatively different style of coping.  The first group was labeled 
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“support coping” and was characterized by relatively high levels of support seeking from 
teachers and friends and relatively low levels of retaliation.  Support coping was the most 
likely class membership for 375 students in the sample (73.0%).  The second group was 
labeled as “retaliative coping” and was characterized by relatively high levels of 
retaliation and low levels of support seeking from teachers and friends; 26 students 
(5.6%) were categorized with retaliative coping as their most likely class.  Finally, the 
third group consisted of 111 students (21.5%) and was labeled “mixed strategy coping”.  
Participants in this group reported using all three forms of coping behaviors to a 
relatively equal degree.   
Results further indicated significant differences in the likelihood of being 
classified into the identified coping profiles as a function of sex and grade (see Table 7).  
In particular, girls had significantly greater odds than boys of being classified in the 
support coping class than the retaliative coping or mixed strategy coping classes.  Both 
4
th
 and 5
th
 grade students had greater odds than 6
th
 grade students of being classified in 
the support coping as opposed to the retaliative or mixed strategy coping classes.  
Further, both 4
th
 and 5
th
 grade students had greater odds than 6
th
 grade students of being 
classified in the mixed strategy coping than the retaliative coping class.         
Time 2 coping LPA.  A similar pattern of findings was found for children’s 
coping behaviors in the spring, both with regards to the number of identified latent 
profiles and the pattern of means across the three forms of coping strategies that were 
assessed (i.e., teacher support seeking, friend support seeking, and retaliation).  
Specifically, a three-class solution was determined to be the best fit for the data (see 
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Table 8 and Table 9) and within-class means reflected patterns consistent with those 
identified at Time 1 (see Table 10 and Figure 3). 317 children (65.75%) were identified 
in the support coping group, 39 children (8.05%) were identified in the retaliative coping 
group, and 128 children (26.21%) were identified in the mixed strategy coping group (28 
children were lost to attrition).   
Similar to Time 1, results indicated the likelihood of being classified into Time 2 
coping classes varied as a function of sex and grade (see Table 11).  Girls had 
significantly greater odds than boys of being classified in the support coping class at 
Time 2 than either the retaliative coping class or the mixed strategy coping class.  Girls 
had greater odds than boys of being classified in the mixed strategy coping class rather 
than the retaliative coping class.  Fourth and 5
th
 grade students were more likely than 6
th
 
grade students to be classified in the support coping class than the mixed strategy coping 
class.  As with Time 1, 4
th
 grade students at Time 2 had lower odds than 6
th
 grade 
students of being classified into the retaliative coping class than the mixed strategy 
coping class; however, at Time 2, 5
th
 grade students had significantly greater odds than 
6
th
 grade students of being classified in the retaliative coping class than the mixed coping 
class.  Similarly, 5
th
 grade students had greater odds than 6
th
 grade students of being 
classified in the support coping class than either the retaliative or mixed strategy coping 
class at Time 1. 
Aim 2: Associations with coping profiles and children’s socioemotional adjustment. 
Concurrent covariates of Time 1 class membership.  Concurrent covariates 
were included in the LPAs at both Time 1 and Time 2 to address the question of whether, 
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and to what extent, children’s adjustment is associated with the identified latent coping 
profiles.  As described above, the LPAs were estimated with children’s concurrent social 
(i.e., victimization) and emotional (i.e., loneliness, depression) adjustment as covariates 
of class membership.  Results are presented as logistic regression coefficients and odds 
ratios, reflecting the relative likelihood of being classified into class A vs. class B (a 
specified reference class).  Coefficients, standard errors, and odds ratios for Time 1 
effects are presented in Table 7, in which columns reflect each possible reference class.  
Consistent with previous research on coping with victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd & 
Skinner, 2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), results suggest that both retaliative and 
mixed coping styles are associated with greater social maladjustment than support 
coping, but that retaliation may be somewhat protective with regards to depression.  
Specifically, children with higher levels of peer victimization had greater odds of being 
classified into the either the retaliative or mixed strategy coping classes than the support 
coping class as opposed to children with low levels of victimization.  Children with 
higher levels of depression were more likely than those with lower levels of depression to 
be classified into the support coping or mixed strategy coping classes than the retaliative 
coping class.  No significant associations emerged between loneliness and coping 
classification at Time 1.   
Concurrent covariates of Time 2 class membership. Similar analyses were 
conducted to examine concurrent associations with coping classification and adjustment 
at Time 2.  As with Time 2, Time 2 victimization, depression, and loneliness were also 
included as concurrent covariates of Time 2 coping class membership (see Table 11).  
 33 
Unlike Time 1, however, differences emerged only when comparing children’s likelihood 
of being classified in the mixed strategy vs. support coping classes.  In particular, 
children with higher levels of depression had greater odds than those with lower levels of 
depression of being classified into the mixed strategy coping group than the support 
coping group.  No significant associations emerged between loneliness or peer 
victimization and Time 2 coping classification. 
Time 2 adjustment as distal outcomes of Time 1 coping class membership.  
Next, it was of interest to examine whether Time 1 coping classification was predictively 
associated with adjustment over the course of children’s school year.  To address this 
question, a series of latent profile analyses (LPAs) were conducted to examine the extent 
to which Time 1 coping class was predictively associated with children’s Time 2 social 
and emotional adjustment, controlling for Time 1 adjustment (see Figure 4).  In each 
model, Time 2 adjustment (i.e., peer victimization, loneliness, depression) was modeled 
as a distal outcome of Time 1 class membership and the direct, autoregressive effect of 
the corresponding Time 1 adjustment variable was added to control for earlier 
adjustment.  Coping means within each class were fixed at values from the 3-class LCA 
model with covariates presented in Table 6 to ensure that distal outcome means were 
estimated based on the identified coping classes described above.  Item intercepts were 
not fixed in subsequent longitudinal analyses (i.e., latent transition analyses).  Intercepts 
of victimization, loneliness, and depression, controlling for Time 1, were estimated 
within each coping class and parameters were compared using Wald Tests of Parameter 
Constraints (W) to determine whether these intercepts varied significantly across classes.  
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Similar to the concurrent analyses, results suggest that coping with victimization with a 
mixture of active strategies may be most strongly associated with peer victimization than 
either support coping or retaliative coping.  Specifically, children classified in the mixed 
strategy coping class at Time 1 had significantly greater Time 2 victimization, over and 
above Time 1 victimization, than those in either the support coping class, W (df = 1) = 
13.13, p < .001, or the retaliative coping class, W (df = 1) = 1672.64, p < .001.  No 
differences emerged on Time 2 victimization between the retaliative coping class and the 
support coping class, W (df = 1) = .00, p = ns.  
No significant mean differences were found among the Time 1 coping classes and 
Time 2 loneliness, Wsupport vs. ret (df = 1) = .03, p = ns; Wsupport vs. mix (df = 1) = 2.34, p = ns; 
Wret vs. mix (df = 1) = .36, p = ns, or depression, Wsupport vs. ret (df = 1) = .11, p = ns; Wsupport 
vs. mix (df = 1) = .06, p = ns; Wret vs. mix (df = 1) = .09, p = ns.   
Aim 3: Stability and change in coping profiles over time.   
Methodological overview and measurement invariance.  Finally, a series of 
latent transition analyses (LTAs) were estimated in order to address the Aim 3 goal of 
examining (1) stability and change in coping over time and (2) the extent to which 
“success”, in the form of changes in maladjustment, is associated with transitions in 
coping style from Time 1 to Time 2.  LTA, also known as latent Markov modeling (Eid, 
2002), is a longitudinal extension of latent profile analysis and examines the stability of 
classification over time.  This technique models class membership at multiple 
longitudinal time points and estimates latent transition probabilities over time, reflecting 
the likelihood that an individual will either remain in a stable class or transition across 
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qualitatively different classes from Time 1 to Time 2.  Within the framework of LTA, 
latent classes are referred to as latent statuses due to the assumption that they have the 
potential to change over time.  Thus, in the current study, LTA was used to estimate the 
probability of either remaining in one of the identified latent statuses (i.e., support 
seeking, retaliative, and mixed strategy coping) over time or changing coping status over 
time.  It should be noted that the number of individuals classified in the concurrent 
coping classes may differ in the context of LTA due to the probabilistic nature of these 
analyses.  However, changes in the percentage of individuals in each class and the means 
of the latent status indicators (i.e., coping strategies) should be small.   
As with other longitudinal modeling techniques, such as structural equation 
modeling or latent growth modeling, latent transition analysis can be estimated with 
varying degrees of measurement invariance over time (Nylund, 2007).  Within the LTA 
framework, the primary measurement model is the within-time latent profile analysis.  In 
order to determine whether or not the longitudinal LTA could be estimated with 
measurement invariance over time, two separate initial models were examined.  The first 
LTA model combined the results of the cross-sectional LPAs at both time points, 
specifying three latent statuses at Time 1 and Time 2 and including concurrent covariates 
(i.e., sex, grade, victimization, loneliness, depression).  This model did not assume 
measurement invariance, thus the means of each class indicator (i.e., teacher support 
seeking, friend support seeking, and retaliation) were allowed to vary within the 
identified groups across time.  A second LTA model was estimated that assumed 
measurement invariance by fixing the means of the three class indicators to be equal 
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across time within corresponding latent statuses.  The relative fit of these models was 
examined using a log-likelihood difference tests.  Results indicated that the model with 
measurement invariance was a significantly better fit to the data than the unconstrained 
model, TRd (df = 9) = 20.20, p < .05, and thus provide evidence that same latent profiles 
(i.e., support, retaliative, and mixed strategy coping) could be identified at both occasions 
of measurement.  Subsequent analyses allowed individuals to transition among the 
identified latent statuses, but the structure of the statuses (i.e., profiles of means) was not 
permitted to change.       
Unconditional latent transition analysis.  First, an unconditional latent 
transition analysis was estimated to examine patterns of stability and change in children’s 
latent coping status over time.  The unconditional latent transition analysis with 
longitudinal measurement invariance, described above, was retained for further analysis.  
Although covariates of within-time class membership were included, this model is 
considered unconditional given that it did not model transition probabilities as a function 
of additional variables (see Figure 5).  In other words, this initial model did not include 
predictors of transition probabilities (i.e., the likelihood of staying vs. changing status 
over time).  Results of the unconditional LTA were interpreted by examining the (1) 
nature, (2) frequency, and (3) relative probability of the identified transition patterns over 
time.  All possible transition patterns from Time 1 to Time 2 were found.  Transition 
patterns are presented in Table 12, along with the number of and percentage of 
participants for whom these patterns represent the probabilistic most-likely pattern.  
Stable support coping was the most common longitudinal pattern (58.52%), followed by 
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stable mixed strategy coping (13.76%).  Stable retaliative coping was evidenced by a 
smaller proportion of participants (5.13%).  The most common changing pattern over 
time was a move from support coping to mixed strategy coping (10.47%), followed by a 
transition from mixed strategy coping to support coping (6.37%).  Additional transition 
patterns were demonstrated by smaller proportions of the sample, ranging from 1 (0.21%) 
to 13 (2.67%) participants.  Notably, transition patterns from Time 1 retaliative coping to 
Time 2 support coping and from Time 1 support coping to Time 2 retaliative coping were 
the most likely transition pattern for a very small number of participants.  This sparseness 
in the transition matrix may lead to inconsistent or untrustworthy results.  As such, all 
subsequent analyses that involve these transition patterns will not be presented or 
interpreted.  Future research utilizing a larger sample of participants is needed to 
determine whether these transition patterns are consistently identified and the degree to 
which they are associated with children’s adjustment. 
Maximum likelihood robust estimates of latent transition probabilities for the 
three-class transition model with measurement invariance are presented in Table 13.  
These values can be loosely interpreted as the percentages of individuals within each 
initial Time 1 coping status (i.e., support, retaliative, and mixed strategy coping) who 
either remain stable or transition to an alternative status over time.  Probabilities along 
the main diagonal reflect stability, that is, the probabilistic likelihood of staying in the 
same status over time.  Values off the main diagonal reflect the probability of 
transitioning across states between Time 1 and Time 2.  As expected, the probabilities of 
staying in the same status over time are consistently higher than the probabilities of 
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transitioning across classes.  Individuals who were classified in the support seeking group 
at Time 1 were estimated to have an 85% probability of staying in the support coping 
group at Time 2.  Individuals who were classified in the retaliative coping group at Time 
1 were estimated to have a 61% probability of staying in the retaliative latent status at 
Time 2.  Similarly, individuals who were classified in the mixed strategy coping status at 
Time 1 were estimated to have a 61% probability of staying in the mixed strategy coping 
status at Time 2.   
However, there were a significant portion of children who did evidence 
qualitative changes in their method of coping with victimization from Time 1 to Time 2.  
As presented in Table 13, individuals who engaged in support coping at Time 1 had a 
15% probability of transitioning to the mixed strategy coping status, suggesting that 
approximately 51 participants introduced retaliation into their repertoire over coping over 
time while retaining the tendency to seek support.     
Individuals classified in the retaliative coping status at Time 1 had 29% 
probability of transitioning to the mixed strategy coping status at Time 2.  This retaliative 
to mixed strategy coping pattern was evidenced by 11 participants.   
Finally, individuals who engaged in mixed strategy coping at Time 1 had a 28% 
likelihood of transitioning to support coping at Time 2 (N = 31) and an 11% probability 
of transitioning to retaliative coping (N = 13).   
Conditional latent transition analyses. Finally, the extent to which changes in 
adjustment influence the stability or change in coping behaviors over time was examined 
using a series of conditional latent transition analyses (see Figure 6).  Specifically, 
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analyses were run in which children’s changes in victimization, loneliness, and 
depression from Time 1 to Time 2 were incorporated as predictors of transition 
probabilities in the latent transition framework.  Change scores were computed for peer 
victimization, loneliness, and depression by subtracting Time 1 adjustment from Time 2 
adjustment (e.g., Δ Victimization = T2 Victimization – T1 Victimization).  Thus, larger 
scores reflect a movement towards greater maladjustment in the form of either a greater 
increase in maladjustment or a smaller decrease over time.  Change scores were then 
added to the latent transition model to predict transition probabilities and separate 
conditional LTAs were conducted for each form of adjustment to ensure that estimated 
means within group were not influenced by forming secondary groups among the 
outcome variables.  Although change scores have been criticized for having potentially 
low reliability, Chiou and Spreng (1996) argue that given reliable measures at both time 
points and a moderate degree of correlation between Time 1 and Time 2, difference 
scores may be a practical method of modeling change.  Further, covariate effects reflect 
the relative likelihood of a particular transition pattern for a one unit increase in the 
covariate.  Thus, regression coefficients are modeled as a function of a relatively large 
unit of change – specifically, a value that is larger than the standard deviation in either 
the Time 1 or Time 2 adjustment scores or the change scores themselves.   
Conditional latent transition analyses are modeled as an interaction between Time 
1 latent class membership and the variable intended to predict transition probabilities 
(Wang & Wang, 2012).  In other words, results are interpreted as logistic regression 
coefficients that, given membership in a specific Time 1 coping status, indicate the 
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relative likelihood per one-unit change in the predictor variable of transitioning to a 
specific Time 2 coping status relative to a designated Time 2 reference coping status.  
Similar to the concurrent covariates in the latent profile analyses, predictors of latent 
transitions are presented as logistic regression coefficients that can be exponentiated to 
reflect the relative odds of being classified in a certain Time 2 coping status compared to 
a predetermined reference group, given Time 1 coping classification.   
Results from the conditional latent transition analyses with change in 
victimization, depression, and loneliness as predictors of transition probabilities are 
presented in Tables 14 through 16 and a presented separately by Time 1 coping 
classification.  That is, separate tables are presented for results given Time 1 membership 
in the support coping status (Table 14), the retaliative coping status (Table 15), and the 
mixed strategy coping status (Table 16).  The rows of the table represent the Time 2 
coping status of interest (i.e., the likelihood of transitioning to this particular class) and 
the columns represent the possible Time 2 reference status.  Coefficients can be 
interpreted as the relative likelihood of transitioning from the Time 1 coping status 
reflecting by the table in general to the Time 2 coping status in the rows compared to the 
Time 2 coping status in the columns.  Although the coefficients are only presented for 
one direction of comparison (i.e., comparing the likelihood of transitioning to latent 
status A versus latent status B), the sign of the coefficient can be reverse (e.g., positive to 
negative) to reflect the alternative direction of comparison (i.e., comparing the likelihood 
of transitioning to latent status B versus latent status A).  Readers should note that 
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although the direction of the coefficient can be reverse, the odds ratio will differ 
depending on the direction of comparison.     
Table 14 reflects the relative likelihood of transitioning from the Time 1 support 
seeking status to a particular Time 2 coping status, relative to a specified Time 2 coping 
status.  Results indicate that among children in the Time 1 support coping status, higher 
change scores in depression are associated with greater odds of transitioning to the mixed 
strategy coping status than staying in the support coping status over time.  Alternatively, 
higher change scores in loneliness were associated with a greater likelihood of 
transitioning to the mixed strategy coping status than the retaliative coping status. 
Given Time 1 membership in the retaliative coping status (see Table 15), children 
with greater change scores in peer victimization had greater odds than those with lower 
change scores of maintaining a retaliative coping style over time rather than transitioning 
to the mixed strategy coping statuses.  Greater change scores in depression associated 
with a greater likelihood of staying in the retaliative coping status than transitioning to 
mixed strategy coping over time.    
Finally, several associations were found between changes in adjustment at 
transition patterns for those children identified in the mixed strategy coping status (see 
Table 16).  First, greater change scores in all three forms of adjustment (i.e., peer 
victimization, depression, and loneliness) were associated with a greater likelihood of 
either staying in the mixed strategy coping status over time or transitioning to the 
retaliative coping class at Time 2 than transitioning to support coping.  Greater change 
scores in peer victimization and loneliness were also associated with greater odds of 
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transitioning to the retaliative coping status over time than staying in the mixed strategy 
coping status.     
Discussion 
A growing body of research on childhood bullying and the role of coping in 
victimization-related maladjustment highlights the need for continuing research on the 
nature and consequences of children’s efforts to cope with victimization.  Further, it is 
important that future strands of research aim to address important theoretical distinctions 
while also modeling social coping behaviors in ways that directly reflect children’s actual 
behaviors.  The current study adds to the coping literature by addressing the structure and 
stability of children’s coping with peer victimization, couched within three unique and 
important aims.  First, results provide evidence of three distinct latent profiles of social 
coping strategies (i.e., support coping, retaliative coping, and mixed strategy coping), 
reflecting different ways that victimized children engage others in an attempt to cope 
with their social difficulties.  Second, significant associations emerged between social 
coping profiles and children’s wellbeing both concurrently and over time.  Third, the 
current study was the first to apply a latent transition approach to the stability of coping 
profiles over time, identifying patterns of stability and change in coping that children 
evidence over time.  In addition to describing patterns of social coping over time, results 
examined the extent to which the relative “success” of coping, as characterized by 
changes in victimization, loneliness, and depression, influence coping transitions from 
Time 1 to Time 2.  Together these results provide an ecologically valid perspective on 
children’s coping, address important theoretical issues about the nature of coping, and 
generate practical applications for intervention efforts.  Each of the initial aims of the 
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study, practical applications for intervention, and recommendations for future research 
directions are discussed below.   
Aim 1: Identify and Describe Latent Profiles of Coping Behaviors 
Identifying latent profiles of coping.  The first objective of the current study 
aimed to determine whether latent profile analysis could be applied to identify and 
characterize patterns of coping behavior during the fall (Time 1) and spring (Time 2) of 
one school year using a sample of middle school children.  Although numerous studies 
have examined children’s coping with peer victimization, the vast majority of work has 
applied traditional variable-centered approaches, such as regression and correlational 
analyses (e.g., Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a; see 
Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2011 for exception).  Although these studies have been useful in 
understanding the impact of individual strategies, they do not allow for the possibility 
that children engage multiple forms of coping simultaneously.  For example, prior work 
indicates that children’s coping strategies are often highly correlated (Terranova, 2009; 
Visconti et al., in press) and traditional theories of stress and coping typically describe 
characteristic styles of coping as broad themes, rather than discrete behaviors (e.g., 
approach vs. avoidance, Roth & Cohen, 1986; active vs. passive, Billings & Moos, 1981).  
Consequently, the current study utilized a person-centered approach to examine coping, 
identifying unique patterns of coping through the use of latent profile and latent transition 
analyses (Muthén & Muthén, 2000).   
In line with this, results of the cross-sectional latent profile analyses support the 
initial hypotheses about the structure of children’s coping to the extent that latent profiles 
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emerged reflecting both the use of a single coping behavior as well as combinations of 
coping strategies.  Specifically, results provide evidence of three distinct styles of coping 
with peer victimization within the active, behavioral coping strategies that were assessed: 
(1) seeking social support, (2) retaliating, and (3) coping using a combination of both 
support seeking and fighting back (i.e., mixed strategy coping).  Despite relying on fewer 
indicators of coping behaviors, these distinct classes are similar to those identified in 
previous research by Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011).  However, these coping styles are 
not necessarily consistent with the way variable-centered approaches to coping have 
conceptualized children’s coping efforts.  For example, although previous work has 
argued that children who seek support from teachers may do so at the risk of alienating 
themselves from their peers (Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), the identified support 
coping class suggests otherwise.  Although it is likely that there are still students who 
have an overly dependent or enmeshed relationship with their teacher to the extent that 
they withdraw from social interactions with agemates (Ladd & Burgess, 1999), such 
children did not emerge as a distinct coping class.  However, future research may benefit 
from incorporating larger samples of students and should not discount the potential for 
children to seek support exclusively from either teachers or friends.     
 As expected, profiles of children’s coping emerged at both time points that were 
characterized by high levels of retaliatory aggression and low levels of support seeking 
from teachers and friends.  Although this coping profile represented a small portion of the 
sample, retaliatory aggression represents an under-researched construct within the general 
literature on peer-directed aggression.  Although general aggression and aggression as 
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coping are distinct constructs, there is considerable overlap between retaliative coping 
and reactive forms of aggression.  Unlike proactive aggression, reactive aggressive 
behavior occurs specifically in response to maltreatment from others and may serve as a 
form of defense or retaliation (see Hubbard, McAuliffe, Morrow, & Romano, 2010 for 
review).  However, many have argued that reactive aggression is not goal-directed or 
purposeful, but rather is a “hot-headed” response to provocation (Vitaro & Brendgen, 
2005).  Retaliatory aggression is an interesting combination of proactive and reactive 
aggression given that it occurs in direct response to victimization (i.e., reactive), but is 
intended to serve a specific purpose of getting even or managing a source of stress (i.e., 
proactive).  Indeed, many children report that they are motivated to assert themselves and 
regain control over an aggressive peer (Craig, Pepler, & Blais, 2007) and may do so with 
similarly aggressive means.  Given the consistency with which this form of aggressive 
coping is identified in the literature (e.g., Terranova, 2009; Visconti et al., in press; 
Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2011) and the complex pattern of adjustment associated with 
retaliation (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), 
future work may benefit from considering retaliatory aggression as a potential addition to 
the proactive-reactive framework of conceptualizing aggressive behavior.       
 A final profile of coping behavior, found at both time points, was characterized by 
relatively equal endorsement of all forms of social coping.  Specifically, children 
categorized in the “mixed strategy coping” profile reported that they engaged in both 
support seeking (from teachers and friends) and retaliation when they experienced peer 
victimization.  Although these coping strategies may seem highly discordant and, indeed, 
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are negatively correlated in many studies of coping (e.g., Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; 
Terranova, 2009; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), their combined use is consistent 
with the overarching themes identified by many traditional theories of coping behaviors.  
For example, both support seeking and retaliation involve social approach behaviors and, 
thus, have been similarly grouped under the heading of problem-focused coping 
(Tenenbaum, Varjas, Meyers, & Parris, 2011). 
Interestingly, although the general structure of many of the hypothesized profiles 
was identified, results provide evidence of fewer coping profiles than were originally 
expected.  For example, although it was hypothesized that separate groups would emerge 
as a function of exclusive support seeking from teachers and exclusive support seeking 
from friends, a single coping profile was identified that was characterized by high levels 
of support seeking from both teachers and friends.  Consistent with the high correlations 
among these coping strategies, these results suggest that children who seek the assistance 
of others have a tendency to do so with all available sources of social support, rather than 
selecting a single individual, such as a teacher or a friend, in whom they can confide.  
This is somewhat unexpected, given that prior research and theory has argued that social 
support from adults and friends may be competing, in what is often referred to as the 
“parent-peer conflict” (Meeus, du Bois-Reymond, & Hazekamp, 1994).  Meeus and 
colleagues theorize that as children transition from middle childhood into early 
adolescence support from peers and from adults may be seen as competing forces on a 
child’s attempt to gain independence and autonomy.  It is possible that parents and peers 
do indeed represent competing sources of support, however results from the current study 
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suggest that children may not see teachers and peers in the same incompatible manner.  
Teachers may pose less of a perceived threat on children’s independence than parents, 
particularly when the source of stress to which they are responding is based within their 
peer group (i.e., victimization).  Indeed, these results are encouraging and suggest that 
children who experience peer victimization can, and do, remain engaged in their peer 
group while also making sure that teachers are aware of the social problems children 
experience in their classroom.    
 Gender and grade differences.  In addition to identifying three latent coping 
profiles, results of the current study suggest that children’s likelihood of being classified 
into the support, retaliative, or mixed strategy coping classes differs as a function of their 
sex and grade.  Consistent with previous research (Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2011), gender 
differences emerged that differentiated boys from girls on the basis of coping such that 
girls coping efforts had a greater likelihood of being characterized by seeking support 
(both exclusively and in the mixed strategy coping class) whereas boys had greater odds 
of coping with victimization through retaliation.  These differences are consistent with 
previous research on coping with peer victimization (Hunter, Boyle, & Warden, 2004; 
Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a) and likely occur as a result 
of the common differences found in the ways boys and girls tend to interact with peers in 
general.  Indeed, boys and girls often engage in sex-segregated play and relationships that 
are often characterized by significantly different patterns of behavior (Rose & Rudolph, 
2006). Girls, for example, are more likely than boys to act in a prosocial manner both in 
general (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), and in response to hypothetical instances of peer 
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conflict (Chung & Asher, 1996). Boys, however, are more likely than girls to endorse 
responses to peer conflict which reflect goals of control and revenge (Rose & Asher, 
1999), such as assertion or retaliation.  
Not surprisingly, younger children were also more likely than those in sixth grade 
to engage in patterns of coping that involve support seeking, both exclusively and in 
combination with retaliation, than to exclusively rely on fighting back when they 
experience peer victimization.  Together these findings highlight important 
developmental differences that may occur between fourth and sixth grade.   Specifically, 
as children get older they become more likely to handle social difficulties independently 
(Eschenbeck, Kohlmann, & Lohaus, 2007; Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007).  
Although it may not be as socially acceptable as other forms of coping, victimized 
children may view retaliation as more developmentally appropriate than relying on the 
assistance of others when they begin to approach adolescence to the extent that it is a way 
to stand up for themselves.  Further, attitudes towards victims become less supportive as 
children get older (Rigby & Slee, 1991) and thus assistance may be less available.  Given 
these developmental differences, it may be prudent for future intervention efforts to 
simultaneously (1) focus efforts aimed at increasing prosocial coping at younger ages to 
help children develop stable patterns of prosocial coping during a time when they have a 
greater natural tendency to engage in these types of coping behaviors and (2) address any 
social norms among older children that may discourage support seeking in lieu of 
retaliation.    
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Aim 2: Associations among Coping Profiles and Children’s Socioemotional 
Adjustment 
Beyond identifying and characterizing profiles of coping behaviors, the current 
study examined the extent to which social coping was concurrently and predictively 
associated with peer victimization, depression, and loneliness.  As expected, significant 
associations emerged between coping and children’s social and emotional adjustment.  
For example, consistent with previous findings (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; 
Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), greater self-reports of peer victimization were 
associated with a greater likelihood of engaging in retaliative or mixed strategy coping 
than going to others for support at Time 1.  Further, Time 1 mixed strategy coping 
predicted greater Time 2 peer victimization, over and above children’s initial reports of 
victimization at Time 1.   A similar association between adjustment and coping at Time 2 
emerged for depression, indicating that children who experience greater depression have 
a higher likelihood of demonstrating mixed strategy coping than going to others for help.  
Although this finding differs slightly from the association found at Time 1 to the extent 
that feelings of depression were now found to differentiate mixed strategy coping over 
support coping, as opposed to retaliative coping at Time 1, the general pattern of findings 
in consistent with the premise that greater emotional distress may be associated with an 
undifferentiated style of coping.  While it is difficult to ascertain the exact cause of these 
associations, there are several possibilities that may result in greater victimization 
experiences among those children who utilize hostile coping strategies exclusively or in 
combination with support seeking.  For example, responding to peer victimization with 
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an effort to fight back actively engages the child who is perpetrating the bullying, 
potentially providing greater opportunities for continued victimization.  Alternatively, 
children who are highly victimized may either (a) use different coping strategies to deal 
with multiple aggressors or (b) may try combinations of coping strategies to deal with 
high levels of bullying from a single source of victimization.  Unfortunately the current 
study does not incorporate specific information about the nature of bully-victim 
relationship and thus, does not allow for such hypotheses to be tested.  However, future 
studies may benefit from examining whether children’s reports of mixed strategy coping 
reflect a true mixture of simultaneous coping or if children who are victimized by 
multiple peers are selective in the specific strategy they use to deal with each individual 
aggressor.   
Results also indicated that experiencing greater depression was associated with 
higher odds of engaging in either support or mixed strategy coping than retaliating to 
instances of peer victimization at Time 1.  This finding is consistent with prior work 
conducted by Visconti and Troop-Gordon (2010a) and suggests that although retaliation 
may result in greater social difficulties, it may serve to reduce children’s internalizing 
difficulties by providing them with an active means of asserting control over their 
aggressor.  While potentially beneficial for the child’s temporary emotional state, 
retaliation and reactive aggression may have long-term consequences for children’s social 
and emotional development (Card & Little, 2006), and should be discouraged in favor of 
more prosocial coping strategies.  Further, parents, teachers, and intervention specialists 
should consider the benefits children may be receiving through their use of hostile coping 
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strategies and aim to ensure that an alteration in children’s coping style does not 
introduce greater emotional difficulties.     
 Interestingly, no significant associations were found between coping classification 
and loneliness at either Time 1 or Time 2.  While unexpected, this lack of results may be 
due to the social nature of both lonely emotions and the forms of coping that were 
examined in the current study.  Specifically, whereas depression represents a general 
feeling of negative affect, feelings of loneliness are couched within children’s social 
experiences and reflect a sense of social dissatisfaction and a low level of social contact 
(see Weeks, Michaela, Peplau, & Bragg, 1980).  By their very nature, children who seek 
support and those who retaliate are engaging others in their environment in an active, 
albeit potentially aggressive, manner.  
Alternatively, children who do report high levels of loneliness, particularly if such 
feelings are due to high levels of social withdrawal or shyness, may not frequently 
engage in the forms of coping that were assessed in the current study.  Both support 
seeking and retaliation presumably require some degree of social approach behavior that 
may be difficult for extremely shy, lonely students to enact.  Consistent with this, active 
attempts to socially engage others are uncharacteristic of children who report high levels 
of loneliness (Berguno, Leroux, McAinsh, & Shaikh, 2004).  As the direction of 
influence between active coping and feelings of loneliness cannot be surmised from the 
current study, future research is needed to determine whether support seeking and 
retaliation have equivalent effects of deterring feelings of loneliness or whether lonely 
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children are similarly unwilling to engage in both of these coping behaviors due to their 
negative emotionality.    
Notably, fewer concurrent associations were found among children’s coping and 
adjustment in the spring of the school year.  One potential explanation for this lack of 
findings is the idea that coping strategies are more important to children’s social and 
emotional experiences when they are first making social contacts and integrating 
themselves into the peer group.  Children experience higher stress and elevated cortisol 
levels in response to the start of a new school year (Davis, Donzella, Krueger, & Gunnar, 
1999), suggesting that the process of learning a new schedule and routine, as well as 
integrating into a new social environment, may be a significant source of stress.  Even 
though the vast majority of children in the current sample were not transitioning to a new 
school, adapting to a new classroom environment and classroom composition may 
present the challenge of creating a new, or adapting to an existing, social network (Fabian 
& Dunlop, 2007).  However, children who begin the school year with established 
friendships fair better emotionally than those who require additional time to create social 
ties (Johnson, Ironsmith, Snow, & Poteat, 2000) and established friendships subsequently 
buffer children from victimization-related maladjustment, including greater feelings of 
depression (Hodges et al., 1999).  Thus, children’s ability to effectively cope with daily 
social difficulties, such as victimization, may be more strongly linked to their emotions at 
the beginning of the school year, when they do not have the established social ties, than 
later in the year when they have established social networks that may serve as a source of 
resilience or comfort.   
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Alternatively, children may adopt other forms of coping over the course of the 
school year that do not involve social approach behaviors and thus were not tapped in the 
current study.  For example, children who experience peer victimization may engage in 
avoidant strategies, such as acting like they don’t care or minimizing the consequences of 
their victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004), or they may increase their use of 
independent conflict resolution strategies as they become more comfortable with their 
peers and more socially skilled throughout the school year.  As such, future research may 
benefit from examining a broader range of children’s coping behaviors.               
Aim 3: Stability and Change in Coping Profiles over Time.   
The third and final aim of the current study examined issues of stability and 
change in children’s latent coping status by modeling longitudinal patterns of social 
coping from fall to spring of one school year.  The issue of stable vs. changing coping 
behavior is a central theme in the general literature on stress and coping.  As discussed by 
Carver and Scheier (1994), coping behaviors are often conceptualized as being either (1) 
dispositional or (2) situational.  Dispositional coping strategies are those that reflect a 
stable trait and are thought to be relatively resistant to change, whereas situational, or 
“state-like”, coping behaviors vary across context.  The current study provides evidence 
of a largely dispositional nature to children’s coping with peer victimization, though both 
unconditional and conditional latent transition analyses indicate the potential for social 
coping to change over time. 
 Stable, dispositional patterns of coping.  It was hypothesized in the current 
study that children’s latent coping status would be relatively stable over time, providing 
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evidence of the dispositional nature of coping with peer victimization.  Indeed, the 
current study provides evidence to support this hypothesis.  In particular, two of the three 
most common patterns of coping from Time 1 to Time 2 were stable in nature, suggesting 
that the majority of children engage in stable support or mixed strategy coping.  Further, 
the probability of staying in a specific latent coping status over time was higher than 
transitioning to an alternative status for all three profiles of coping that were identified, 
suggesting that coping is relatively dispositional.   
This apparent dispositional nature of coping is encouraging for those children 
who engage in healthy and adaptive social coping strategies, such as seeking support 
from others.  Indeed, support coping appeared to be relatively more stable over time than 
either retaliative or mixed strategy coping, as evidenced by a greater probability of 
remaining in the support coping latent status from Time 1 to Time 2 (85% probability vs. 
61% probability of staying in either the retaliative or mixed strategy coping class).  
Parsing out the potential cause of this increased stability is challenging and is outside the 
findings of the current study; however, there are several potential reasons that may 
account for the relative differences in coping stability.  In particular, the stability of 
support coping may speak to the success of this strategy in reducing stress or 
victimization-related maladjustment.  As described above and consistent with previous 
work on utilizing social support to coping with victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd & 
Skinner, 2002; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010a), seeking support from others is 
commonly associated with greater wellbeing, such as lower levels of peer victimization.  
If the goal of any coping behavior is to reduce stress, reductions in peer victimization 
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should encourage children who seek support to continue using this strategy when they 
experience difficulties with peers.   
Alternatively, the stability in support coping may be a function of the 
characteristics of the children who demonstrate this style of coping.  For example, it is 
possible that children who tend to seek support when they experience peer victimization 
have a social infrastructure that allows them to tap into assistance (e.g., supportive 
friendships; Visconti & Troop-Gordon, 2010b, positive relationships with teachers; 
Davis, 2003) or internal qualities that encourage support seeking (e.g. attribution styles, 
Visconti et al., in press; emotions, Hunter & Borg, 2006; Hunter et al., 2004; 
Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2004; prosocial beliefs about the nature of peers, Visconti & Troop-
Gordon, 2010b).  Unfortunately, the current study does not allow for examination of the 
direction of effects between the stability of support coping and the continued positive 
adjustment of those who engage in this coping behavior and, thus, strong conclusions 
cannot be drawn.  However, there is likely a cyclical, self-sustaining pattern in which 
well-adjusted youth seek support from others in response to conflict and, as a result, 
continue to resolve their conflicts and maintain patterns of adjustment.  While this is 
positive, it creates a challenge for intervention design to the degree that it is not clear how 
best to create change among those children who do not engage in support seeking.  For 
example, it may be necessary to help children learn to seek the support from others in 
response to victimization while also helping them create positive social ties in their 
classroom, thus ensuring that they not only seek assistance but also receive support from 
others.   
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Although they demonstrated somewhat less stability than support seeking, it is 
still concerning that patterns of coping that involve responding with aggression (i.e., 
retaliation or mixed strategy coping) are similarly entrenched in children’s behavioral 
repertoire.  Consistent with research on trajectories of aggressive behavior (Brame, 
Nagin, & Tremblay, 2001), aggressive coping behaviors appear to be a characteristic 
style of dealing with stress.  Although socially maladaptive, the potential function of 
retaliation to reduce internalizing emotions, specifically depression, may contribute to 
children’s chronic use of retaliatory aggression.  However, the stable use of retaliation 
may come at the risk of continued peer victimization.  In the current study, use of 
retaliative coping was associated with higher levels of peer victimization at Time 1.  This 
is consistent with prior research in which high levels of aggression towards peers has 
been linked to children’s own experiences of peer victimization (Graham, Bellmore, & 
Mize, 2006).  Children even continue to maintain a retaliative coping style in the current 
study despite experiencing shifts toward greater maladjustment over time, as discussed in 
greater length below.  Thus, future studies should aim to better understand the 
motivational processes that underlie continued use of retaliation despite the negative 
social consequences these children may experience.              
Patterns of change in coping over time.  Despite the considerable tendency for 
coping to remain stable over time, latent transition probabilities and patterns found in the 
current study suggest that there is the potential, albeit smaller, for children to transition 
across latent statuses over time, changing the way that they engage in social coping 
strategies to handle peer victimization.  However, these transitions were more likely to 
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involve removing or introducing a specific coping behavior to an existing repertoire, 
rather than making a complete qualitative shift from exclusively seeking support to 
retaliating, or vice versa.  Indeed, the most common transition patterns found in the 
current study involved transitions to or from the mixed strategy coping group.  For 
example, although support coping was largely stable, when children who engaged in this 
coping style at Time 1 did transition across latent statuses they were more likely to shift 
to a mixed strategy coping style than retaliative coping.  In other words, children appear 
more likely to introduce retaliation into their existing patterns of coping than to than to 
fully abandon their previous coping methods in lieu of this new technique.  With regards 
to transitions from mixed strategy coping to a more singular form of coping, children had 
a greater probability of transitioning to support coping than to retaliative coping over 
time, potentially due to factors such as personal characteristics (e.g., increasing social 
skills, maturation), increasing social ties or friendships, or classroom environment (e.g., 
teacher intervention/encouragement).  This finding, combined with the relatively low 
stability of retaliative coping, is promising given that it suggests that retaliation may be 
more situational than support coping and therefore may be more amenable to efforts to 
dissuade children from coping in an aggressive manner.  
Further, transition patterns involving mixed strategy coping provide preliminary 
evidence that combinations of social coping behaviors may be an important stage in the 
development of dispositional coping.  As discussed above, children displayed a greater 
tendency to incorporate new strategies into their existing coping behaviors than to 
abandon prior coping behaviors altogether in lieu of new methods.  It is possible that the 
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existing coping strategy remains in a child’s coping repertoire as “safety net”, allowing 
them to try alternate strategies while continuing to engage in familiar behaviors (even if 
they are ineffective).  This may be important to consider when attempting to change 
children’s coping styles such that it may be easier to make qualitative changes to 
children’s coping through a series of stages, rather than simultaneously encouraging new, 
and discouraging old, behaviors.  For example, it may be more effective to encourage 
support seeking among children who rely exclusively on retaliation by first teaching them 
appropriate methods to seek support, allowing them to develop patterns of support 
seeking, and then to use these new coping strategies as a point of comparison to 
discourage retaliation (i.e., framing the relative benefits of a behavior that they now know 
they can use, rather than framing the relative benefits of a completely foreign method of 
coping).   
Given the mixture of behaviors found in this coping profile, mixed strategy 
coping may be less detrimental to children over time than retaliative coping as it allows 
them to continue to practice seeking support from others in the face of peer victimization, 
rather than completely ruling out the assistance of others in preference for fighting back.  
These children may then be more amenable to intervention strategies that aim to 
encourage support seeking and deter reactive aggression than children who exclusively 
retaliate, given that they may be asked to rely on and increase an existing behavior, rather 
than develop a strategy of coping that is outside their repertoire.  Consistent with 
speculation, children who engaged in mixed strategy coping at Time 1 had a greater 
probability of transitioning to support coping at Time 2 (i.e., dropping their use of 
 59 
retaliation) than those who were classified in the retaliative coping class at Time 1.  It 
should be noted, however, that although this may seem like a healthier alternative than 
fully transitioning to retaliative coping, the covariate analyses discussed above indicate 
that engaging in a mixture of support and aggressive coping behaviors may be linked to 
greater emotional maladjustment than simply utilizing retaliation in response to peer 
victimization.  Thus, any attempt to transition children from retaliation to support seeking 
should be made with careful attention to ensure that children do not develop a 
characteristic style of mixed strategy coping.        
Predictors of coping stability and change.  The final goal of Aim 3 was to 
examine the extent to which transition probabilities were associated with changes in 
victimization, depression, and loneliness from Time 1 to Time 2.  Prior research has 
indicated that children with continuing experiences of peer victimization are less likely to 
feel that their coping strategies are effective (Craig et al., 2007).  Thus continued 
maladjustment, serving as an indicator of ineffective coping, should prompt children to 
alter their methods of handling instances of peer victimization.  Consistent with this 
hypothesis, changes in victimization and victimization-related adjustment were found to 
predict specific transition probabilities.  Specifically, across all forms of social and 
emotional wellbeing (i.e., victimization, depression, loneliness), greater shifts toward 
maladjustment were associated with a tendency to transition to or from the mixed 
strategy coping class at Time 1 to the retaliation class at Time 2, as opposed to 
transitioning to support coping at Time 2.  In other words, experiencing increases in 
maladjustment, or lower decreases in maladjustment, over time may encourage children 
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who utilize a mixture of coping strategies to stop relying on the support of others and 
instead respond to victimization with retaliative aggression.  These findings support a 
“many → few” pattern of change in coping over time, given limited success in children’s 
coping efforts.  This pattern is particularly interesting in light of the finding that, prior to 
the inclusion of covariates (i.e., change scores), children were more likely to transition 
from the mixed strategy to the support coping class than the retaliatory class.    Together, 
these divergent findings place an even greater emphasis on the role of coping efficacy in 
the potential for coping behavior to change over time.   
Interestingly, prior research suggests that children who are chronically victimized 
tend to believe retaliation will be less effective at stopping instances of bullying than non-
victims (Camodeca & Goossens, 2005), suggesting that the cause of the transition 
patterns described may be more complicated than simple perceptions of efficacy.  Thus, it 
is possible that this pattern of change in coping does not necessarily stem from children’s 
perceptions of retaliation as relatively more effective, but that they view support seeking 
as a less effective or viable option as their social and emotional difficulties increase.  For 
example, it is possible that children who demonstrate a transition from mixed strategy to 
retaliative coping over time, in combination with increasing maladjustment, attempt to 
obtain social support in more ineffective ways.  Researchers such as Newman (2008) 
have demonstrated that children’s efforts to seek assistance in response to peer 
victimization may be both adaptive and nonadaptive.  For example, dependent support 
seeking, in which the child holds the expectation that a teacher or friend will resolve their 
victimization, is considered less adaptive than seeking emotional support.  Chronically 
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victimized children may have fewer internal resources to resolve bullying on their own 
(e.g., social skills, Fox & Boulton, 2005; emotion regulation, Hanish et al., 2004) and 
thus may be predisposed to dependent support seeking.  Nonadaptive, dependent support 
seeking may subsequently be dropped in lieu of retaliation if the child feels that they are 
not receiving the type of support they originally sought.   
Alternatively, social support may be withdrawn from children who experience 
chronic victimization, depression, and loneliness and thus the removal of support seeking 
from their coping repertoire may not be due to a diminished desire to go to others for 
help, but a decreasing availability of such support.  Consistent with this, chronically 
victimized children often report fewer reciprocal friends than their peers (Ladd & Troop-
Gordon, 2003) and peer victimization has been strongly linked to greater social rejection 
in numerous prior studies (e.g., Bukowski & Sippola, 2001; Salmivalli & Isaacs, 2005).  
Although the current study does not allow for clear conclusions about the specific ways 
in which social support is removed from a child’s coping repertoire in the event of 
continued victimization, results do suggest that it may be important to help both teachers 
and friends maintain patience with chronic victims, as to avoid discouraging them from 
continuing to go to others for assistance.      
Contrary to expectations, greater increases in victimization and depression from 
Time 1 to Time 2 were also associated with a greater likelihood of maintaining a stable 
retaliative or mixed strategy coping style over time, rather than transition to an alternative 
latent status at Time 2.  Together these findings suggest that increasing maladjustment 
may not only encourage children who engage in a mixed strategy coping style to stop 
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seeking support in lieu of fighting back, but that these children are also more likely to 
stay in a maladaptive pattern of coping (i.e., mixed strategy) than transition to a more 
healthy method of coping, such as seeking support.  Further, greater changes in 
victimization and depression may dissuade children who retaliate from incorporating 
social support seeking into their aggressive coping strategies, making them more likely to 
continue to be aggressive than to transition to the mixed strategy coping style over time.  
In line with this, prior research has argued that reactive aggression is a trait-like feature, 
reflecting a stable individual difference (Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008).  Similarly, 
longitudinal trajectories of reactive aggression are relatively stable, or even increasing, 
during middle childhood (Fite, Colder, Lochman, & Wells, 2008), and researchers have 
argued that greater psychosocial maladjustment may contribute to increase reactive 
aggression over time (Card & Little, 2006).  Thus, greater social and emotional 
difficulties may play a role in creating more entrenched patterns of retaliation as a 
method of coping with peer victimization.   
Limitations and Future Directions 
 There are a few notable limitations in the current study that present promising 
future directions for research of the development of children’s coping with peer 
victimization. First, the current study assessed children’s latent coping profiles as a 
function of three common social coping strategies (i.e., support seeking from teachers, 
support seeking from friends, and retaliation).  Interestingly, although research by 
Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2011) did indeed investigate a broader array of coping 
strategies, the current study yielded similar latent classes.  However, it is possible that 
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additional coping profiles could be determined by assessing a broader spectrum of 
potential coping behaviors, such as active problem solving, internalizing, or avoidance.   
Further, additional research should aim not only to understand what children do to 
cope with peer victimization, but how these attempts to cope are received by others.  
Indeed, it is unlikely that teachers or friends will uniformly respond to victimized 
children’s efforts to seek support.  For example, teachers may respond to instances of 
bullying with active intervention, advice or recommendations for independent resolution, 
or even a dismissive attitude (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Pelletier, 2008).  These responses 
may vary depending on the specific child who has come to them for support, or as a 
function of teacher’s own attitudes about bullying.  Not all teachers perceive bullying to 
be a serious or harmful problem (Craig, Henderson, & Murphy, 2000) and thus should 
not be expected to respond in the same way.  As these varying responses have been 
linked to children’s emotions and attitudes about their teacher (Ellis & Shute, 2007; 
Yoon, 2004), it is likely that they may also influence how they choose to cope and 
whether they continue to go to others for help.  Indeed, research by Aceves, Hinshaw, 
Mendoza-Denton, and Page-Gould (2010) demonstrated that children’s perceptions of 
their teachers actions in response to victimization predict their tendency to seek support 
or fight back.     
The characteristics of children’s friends may also have an influence on the 
response they receive when seeking support.  An extant body of literature exists on the 
role of peer bystanders, suggesting that children vary in regards to the likelihood of 
assisting a victim as well as the form this assistance may take (O’Connell, Pepler, & 
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Craig, 1999; Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2012; Trach, Hymel, Waterhouse, & Neale, 
2010).  Numerous factors have been implicated in children’s tendency to intervene, 
including their own history of victimization (Oh & Hazler, 2009) and empathy (Espelage, 
Green, & Polanin, 2012).  Additionally, children’s attitudes towards the victims of peer 
bullying vary considerably from scorn to admiration (Rigby & Slee, 1991).  Together, 
these findings highlight the need to examine children’s responses both to instances of 
observed victimization but also to reports of bullying and pleas for support from their 
friends.   
 Future investigations may also benefit from expanding the current work on 
predicting transitions across latent coping statuses.  For example, it is worth noting that 
the predictors of these latent transition probabilities were calculated as change scores 
from Time 1 to Time 2.  Logistic regression coefficients can be interpreted as the relative 
likelihood, given a specific Time 1 latent coping status, of being classified in a particular 
Time 2 latent status compared to an alternative reference coping status at Time 2 for a 
one-unit increase in the predictor variable.  In the case of change scores, a one-unit 
increase can represent a greater increase in maladjustment from Time 1 to Time 2 (e.g., a 
one-unit increase from a change score of zero to a change score of one, representing a 
greater increase in maladjustment) or, alternatively, a smaller decrease in maladjustment 
(e.g., a one-unit increase from a change score of -3 to a change score of -2, represented a 
smaller decrease in maladjustment).  It is possible that, although the magnitude is 
potentially small, even a small decrease in maladjustment may have a different influence 
on changes in coping than an increase in maladjustment.  More advanced methodological 
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practices, such as associative latent transition analysis, may be used in future studies to 
simultaneously model shifts in latent statuses comprised of social and emotional 
adjustment variables and latent statuses comprised of social coping behaviors.  Although 
the current study did not have a large enough sample size to test this assumption without 
losing considerable statistical power to detect effects, future research may benefit from 
simultaneously examining the influence of the degree and form of changes in 
maladjustment on children’s coping choices.   
 Finally, additional timepoints and a larger sample of participants are needed to 
replicate and validate the social coping classes identified in the current study and whether 
or not similar transition patterns and probabilities are found at different developmental 
stages.  The current study replicated children’s latent coping profiles at two time points, 
providing validity evidence for these unique styles of coping.  However, analyses using 
only two consecutive longitudinal time points do not allow transition patterns to be 
replicated.  The ability to replicate these transition patterns at multiple time points will 
allow for more confidence in the conclusions drawn from latent transition analyses. 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the current study expands prior work on children’s coping with 
peer victimization by employing person-centered analyses to identify discrete classes of 
coping behavior, associations with children’s maladjustment, and patterns of stability and 
change over time.  Results suggest that coping styles may be characterized by support 
seeking, retaliation, or a combination of these strategies.  Further, coping appears to be 
largely dispositional, though the potential to change coping style exists, particularly 
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among children who experience shifts towards greater maladjustment over time.  Results 
emphasize mixed strategy coping – a coping style that is underrepresented in the current 
research - as both an important factor that may contribute to greater social and emotional 
difficulties and also as a potential transitioning point during which change in children’s 
coping may be addressed.     
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APPENDIX E  
“WHAT I WOULD DO” COPING QUESTIONNAIRE 
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What I Would Do 
Lo que yo HARÍA 
 
Please mark the box that shows how often you would do these things. 
Por favor marca el cuadro que muestra que tan frecuentemente harías estas cosas. 
When kids are being mean to me…. 
Cuando los niños son malos conmigo, 
yo 
Never 
Nunca 
A little 
Un poco 
Most of 
the Time 
La 
Mayoría 
del 
Tiempo 
Every 
time 
Todo el 
tiempo 
1. I get help from a teacher. 
    Consigo ayuda de un maestro. 
    
2. I tell a friend what happened. 
    Le digo a un amigo lo que pasó. 
    
3. I do something mean right back to 
them. 
    Le hago algo malo de vuelta a ellos. 
    
4. I ask a friend what I should do. 
    Pregunto a un amigo lo que debo 
hacer 
    
9. I hurt the kid who was mean to me. 
Lastimo al niño que fue malo conmigo. 
    
16. I get help from a friend. 
     Consigo ayuda de un amigo. 
    
18. I tell the teacher what happened. 
    Le cuento al  maestro (a) lo qué pasó 
    
19. I yell at the kid who is being mean. 
     Le grito al niño(a) que es malo 
conmigo. 
    
24. I hurt the kid back.  
     Hago daño al niño(a) que me 
molestó. 
    
26. I ask the teacher what I should 
do. 
    Pregunto a la maestra lo que debería 
hacer.    
    
27. I talk to a friend about it.     
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    Hablo con un amigo sobre eso. 
 98 
APPENDIX F 
“THE WAY KIDS ARE” SELF-REPORTED PEER VICTIMIZATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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The Way Kids Are 
La Forma En Que Los Niños Se Comportan 
 
These questions are about what kids in your class are like. How often do kids do 
these things?  
 
Estas preguntas son sobre la forma en que los niños se comportan en clase. ¿Qué tan 
a menudo crees  tú que los niños hacen las siguientes cosas? 
 
HOW MUCH DO THE KIDS IN YOUR 
CLASS… 
 
¿QUÉ TAN A MENUDO LOS NIÑOS EN 
TU CLASE… 
Never 
Nunca 
A little 
Un poco 
Sometimes 
A veces 
A lot 
Muchas 
veces 
1. pick on you, or tease you?  
se meten contigo o te molestan? 
    
2. call you names or say other hurtful  
things to you?  
te ponen apodos o te dicen cosas feas? 
    
3. hit or push you?  
te pegan o empujan? 
    
4. say mean things, or lies, about you 
to  
other kids?  
dicen cosas feas o mentiras, sobre tí a  
otros niños? 
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APPENDIX G  
“ABOUT ME” DEPRESSION AND LONELINESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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About Me 
Acerca de Mí 
 
The following questions are about things that might have happened to you in 
the last few weeks.  
Las siguientes preguntas son sobre cosas que te podrían haber pasado en las últimas 
semanas. 
 
 
In the past few weeks, how 
often… 
 
En las últimas semanas, qué tan 
frecuentemente… 
 
Never 
Nunca 
 
A little 
Un poco 
 
Sometimes 
A veces 
 
A lot 
Muchas 
veces 
1. were you sad in school?  
estuviste triste en la escuela? 
    
2. were you sad and alone?  
te sentiste triste y solo(a)? 
    
3. were you lonely?  
te sentiste solo(a)? 
    
4. were you unhappy and 
depressed?  
 has estado infeliz y 
deprimido/a? 
    
5. did you feel like crying?  
sentiste ganas de llorar? 
    
6. did you feel alone in school?  
te sentiste solo (a) en la 
escuela? 
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Table 1  
Descriptive statistics for the total sample and by sex 
 Total Sample  Boys  Girls 
Variable M SD Min Max  M SD  M SD 
Time 1 Teacher Support 
Seeking 
2.27 .85 1.00 4.00  2.14a .86  2.33b .84 
Time 1 Friend Support Seeking 2.40 .84 1.00 4.00  2.16 a .80  2.58 b .83 
Time 1 Retaliation 1.51 .69 1.00 4.00  1.79 a .83  1.32 b .51 
Time 1 Peer Victimization 1.96 .66 1.20 4.00  1.99 .69  1.94 .64 
Time 1 Depression 1.70 .72 1.00 4.00  1.53 a .64  1.86 b .73 
Time 1 Loneliness 1.62 .74 1.00 4.00  1.45 a .65  1.78 b .79 
Time 2 Teacher Support 
Seeking 
2.11 .82 1.00 4.00  1.99 a .81  2.21 b .82 
Time 2 Friend Support Seeking 2.35 .86 1.00 4.00  2.07 a .82  2.60 b .81 
Time 2 Retaliation 1.56 .70 1.00 4.00  1.80 a .81  1.37 b .53 
Time 2 Peer Victimization 1.94 .73 1.00 4.00  1.91 .79  1.97 .70 
Time 2 Depression 1.75 .76 1.00 4.00  1.61 a .72  1.88 b .77 
Time 2 Loneliness 1.62 .76 1.00 4.00  1.51 a .76  1.73 b .75 
Note. For gender differences, F (12, 457) = 13.06, p < .001.  Subscripts denote significant 
mean differences.   
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Table 2  
Descriptive statistics by grade 
 4
th
 Grade  5
th
 Grade  6
th
 Grade 
Variable M SD  M SD  M SD 
Time 1 Teacher Support Seeking 2.40a .85  2.04b .84  2.08b .78 
Time 1 Friend Support Seeking 2.40 .87  2.34 .91  2.44 .72 
Time 1 Retaliation 1.39a .62  1.63b .70  1.77b .83 
Time 1 Peer Victimization 1.94 .65  1.98 .62  2.00 .73 
Time 1 Depression 1.74 .72  1.73 .69  1.62 .70 
Time 1 Loneliness 1.69ab .77  1.73a .69  1.62b .70 
Time 2 Teacher Support Seeking 2.25a .84  1.91b .81  1.99b .73 
Time 2 Friend Support Seeking 2.36 .84  2.33 .91  2.41 .84 
Time 2 Retaliation 1.41a .62  1.69b .74  1.79b .76 
Time 2 Peer Victimization 1.93 .74  1.96 .69  1.95 .79 
Time 2 Depression 1.78ab .73  1.88a .90  1.62b .67 
Time 2 Loneliness 1.72a .81  1.63ab .76  1.42b .60 
Note. For gender differences, F (12, 457) = 5.33, p < .001.  Subscripts denote significant 
mean differences.   
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Table 4  
Fit indices for Time 1 latent profile models 
Number of Classes AIC BIC SABIC Entropy 
1 3644.63 3670.06 3651.02 n/a 
2 3360.90 3428.72 3377.93 .91 
3 3245.31 3355.51 3272.98 .92 
4 3162.39 3314.97 3200.71 .82 
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Table 5  
Time 1 average latent class probabilities for a three-class latent profile analysis 
 Support Coping Retaliative Coping 
Mixed 
Strategy 
Coping 
Time 1 Support Coping 0.98 0.00 0.02 
Time 1 Retaliative 
Coping 
0.00 0.97 0.03 
Time 1 Mixed Strategy 
Coping 
0.07 0.03 0.90 
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Table 6  
Time 1 mean levels of coping strategy use for a three-class latent profile analysis 
Class Time 1 Teacher 
Support Seeking 
Time 1 Friend 
Support 
Seeking 
Time 1 
Retaliation 
Class Count 
(most likely 
membership) 
Time 1 Support 
Coping 
2.37 2.47 1.17 375 
Time 1 
Retaliative 
Coping 
1.41 1.80 3.44 26 
Time 1 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
2.15 2.30 2.20 111 
 
 108 
Table 7  
Time 1 logistic regression coefficients and odds ratios for a three-class latent profile 
analysis 
Reference Class: Time 1 Support Coping  
Time 1 Retaliative 
Coping 
 
Effect Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
Time 1 
Retaliative 
Coping 
Female -2.83
***
 0.62 0.06  --- --- --- 
4
th
 Grade -2.50
***
 0.23 0.08  --- --- --- 
5
th
 Grade -1.59
***
 0.44 0.20  --- --- --- 
Victimization 0.72
**
 0.27 2.05  --- --- --- 
Depression -2.27
***
 0.55 0.10  --- --- --- 
Loneliness 1.21 1.12 3.37  --- --- --- 
Time 1 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
Female -1.37
*
 0.58 0.25  1.46
***
 0.03 4.31 
4
th
 Grade -0.87
***
 0.12 0.42  1.64
***
 0.11 5.14 
5
th
 Grade -0.15
*
 0.07 0.86  1.44
***
 0.36 4.21 
Victimization 0.48
***
 0.08 1.62  -0.24 0.19 0.79 
Depression -0.05 0.28 0.95  2.22
**
 0.83 9.21 
Loneliness -0.10 0.33 0.91  -1.31 1.46 0.27 
Note. Sex and grade variables are dummy coded such that boys and 6
th
 grade students 
reflect reference groups, respectively. 
*
 p < .05, 
**
 p < .01, 
***
 p < .001. The sign of the 
coefficients can be reversed (e.g., positive to negative) to reflect the coefficient for the 
comparison in which the predicted Time 1 coping class becomes the Time 1 reference 
class. 
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Table 8  
Fit indices for time 2 latent profile models 
Number of Classes AIC BIC SABIC Entropy 
1 3453.26 3478.38 3459.34 n/a 
2 3179.63 3246.55 3195.77 .92 
3 3018.16 3126.90 3044.37 .93 
4 2961.22 3111.77 2997.51 .78 
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Table 9  
Time 2 average latent class probabilities for a three-class latent profile analysis 
 Time 2 Support 
Coping 
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
Time 2 Support Coping 0.98 0.02 0.00 
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
0.05 0.94 0.01 
Time 2 Mixed Strategy 
Coping 
0.00 0.03 0.97 
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Table 10 
Time 2 mean levels of coping strategy use for a three-class latent profile analysis 
Class 
Time 2 Teacher 
Support Seeking 
Time 2 Friend 
Support 
Seeking 
Time 2 
Retaliation 
Class Count 
(most likely 
membership) 
Time 2 Support 
Coping 
2.26 2.42 1.14 317 
Time 2 
Retaliation 
1.39 1.69 3.31 39 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
1.98 2.36 2.05 128 
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Table 11  
Time 2 logistic regression coefficients and odds ratios for a three-class latent profile 
analysis 
Reference Class: Time 2 Support Coping  
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
 
Effect Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
Time 2 
Retaliative 
Coping 
Female -2.79
***
 0.77 0.06  --- --- --- 
4
th
 Grade -1.43
***
 0.07 0.24  --- --- --- 
5
th
 Grade -0.21 0.12 0.81  --- --- --- 
Victimization 0.58 0.68 1.79  --- --- --- 
Depression 1.23 0.66 3.41  --- --- --- 
Loneliness -1.50 0.86 0.22  --- --- --- 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
Female -1.37
***
 0.25 0.26  1.43
**
 0.52 4.16 
4
th
 Grade -0.93
***
 0.07 0.39  0.50
***
 0.15 1.65 
5
th
 Grade -0.39
***
 0.04 0.68  -0.18
*
 0.08 0.83 
Victimization 0.33 0.32 1.38  -0.26 0.37 0.77 
Depression 0.79
**
 0.30 2.20  -0.44 0.36 0.64 
Loneliness -0.47 0.32 0.63  1.03 0.55 2.80 
Note. Sex and grade variables are dummy coded such that boys and 6
th
 grade students 
reflect reference groups, respectively. 
*
 p < .05, 
**
 p < .01, 
***
 p < .001.  The sign of the 
coefficients can be reversed (e.g., positive to negative) to reflect the coefficient for the 
comparison in which the predicted Time 2 coping becomes the Time 2 reference class.
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Table 12  
Percentages of students in each latent status pattern, ordered by largest to smallest 
pattern for students who transition and are stable.   
 
 Latent Status Pattern   
 Time 1 Time 2 Count Percent 
Transitions Support coping Mixed strategy coping 51 10.47 
 Mixed strategy coping Support coping 31 6.37 
 Mixed strategy coping Retaliative coping 13 2.67 
 Retaliative coping Mixed strategy coping 11 2.26 
 Retaliative coping Support coping 3 0.62 
 Support coping Retaliative coping 1 0.21 
Stable Support coping Support coping 285 58.52 
 Mixed strategy coping Mixed strategy coping 67 13.76 
 Retaliative coping Retaliative coping 25 5.13 
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Table 13  
Maximum likelihood robust estimates of latent transition probabilities for the three-status 
transition model 
 Time 2 
Time 1 Support Coping Retaliative Coping 
Mixed Strategy 
Coping 
Support Coping .85  .15 
    
Retaliative Coping  .61 .29 
    
Mixed Strategy 
Coping 
.28 .11 .61 
Note. Values in each cell reflect the probability of moving from Time 1 coping status 
(rows) to Time 2 coping status (columns).  Shaded cells are not presented due to 
sparseness in the transition matrix. 
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Table 14 
Latent transition logistic regression coefficients and odds ratio for three-status coping 
model, assuming Time 1 support coping status 
 
Reference Status: Time 2 Support Coping  
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
 
Effect Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
Time 2 
Retaliative 
Coping 
ΔVictimization    
 
--- --- --- 
ΔDepression    
 
--- --- --- 
 ΔLoneliness    
 
--- --- --- 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
ΔVictimization .39 0.40 1.48     
ΔDepression 0.68*** 0.21 1.97     
 ΔLoneliness 0.82 0.44 2.27     
Note. 
*
 p < .05, 
**
 p < .01, 
***
 p < .001.  Shaded cells are not presented due to sparseness 
in the transition matrix.  The sign of the coefficients can be reversed (e.g., positive to 
negative) to reflect the coefficient for the comparison in which the predicted Time 2 
status becomes the Time 2 reference status. 
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Table 15  
Latent transition logistic regression coefficients and odds ratio for three-status coping 
model, assuming Time 1 retaliative coping status 
 
Reference Status: 
Time 2 Support 
Coping 
 
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
 
Effect Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
ΔVictimization    
 
--- --- --- 
ΔDepression    
 
--- --- --- 
 ΔLoneliness    
 
--- --- --- 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
ΔVictimization     -1.47*** .14 0.23 
ΔDepression     -2.38*** 0.25 0.09 
 ΔLoneliness     -1.62 0.93 0.20 
Note. 
*
 p < .05, 
**
 p < .01, 
***
 p < .001.  Shaded cells are not presented due to sparseness 
in the transition matrix. The sign of the coefficients can be reversed (e.g., positive to 
negative) to reflect the coefficient for the comparison in which the predicted Time 2 
status becomes the Time 2 reference status. 
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Table 16  
Latent transition logistic regression coefficients and odds ratio for three-status coping 
model, assuming Time 1 mixed strategy coping status 
 
Reference Status: Time 2 Support Coping  
Time 2 Retaliative 
Coping 
 
Effect Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio 
Time 2 
Retaliative 
Coping 
ΔVictimization 2.44*** 0.64 11.47 
 
--- --- --- 
ΔDepression 1.76*** 0.36 5.81 
 
--- --- --- 
 ΔLoneliness 0.58* 0.30 1.79 
 
--- --- --- 
Time 2 Mixed 
Strategy Coping 
ΔVictimization 1.21*** 0.05 3.35  -1.23* .59 0.29 
ΔDepression 1.53*** 0.21 4.62  -0.23 0.15 0.79 
 ΔLoneliness 0.84** 0.32 2.32  
-
0.26
***
 
0.02 0.77 
Note. 
*
 p < .05, 
**
 p < .01, 
***
 p < .001. The sign of the coefficients can be reversed (e.g., 
positive to negative) to reflect the coefficient for the comparison in which the predicted 
Time 2 status becomes the Time 2 reference status.
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Figure 2. Time 1 within-class means for a three-class latent profile analysis 
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Figure 3. Time 2 within-class means for a three-class latent profile analysis 
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